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Current Topics. 


Another Solicitor in the Ministry. 

Mr. E. J. SoaREs, the new Junior Lord of the Treasury, was, 
we believe, admitted asa solicitor in 1888, and is stated to have 
been for some time a member of the former firm of Messrs. 
Allen, Prestage, & Soares, solicitors, Manchester. 


The Two New Judges. 


Mr. AsquitH, in his speech in the House of Commons on 
Tuesday on the business of the session, said :— 

I must not be understood to say that it may not be necessary 
or expedient to bring forward and pass some departmental and non- 
controversial Bills, for it is impossible for any Session of Parlia- 
ment to go through without some such provisiuns being passed. 

The Zimes’ Parliamentary Correspondent says it is understood 
that one of the Bills contemplated is a measure authorizing the 
appointment of two new judges of the King’s Bench Division, in 
accordance with the recommendation of the joint select committee 
of last year. And, in charging the grand jury at the Durham 
Assizes, Mr. Justice Riptey said that the Government had 
decided on the appointment of two new judges, and he hoped 
that Parliament would not adjourn at Easter without passing a 
Bill for their appointment. We may probably take it as settled 
that, in the absence of any catastrophe, we shall have the two 
temporary judges ; the absence from the bench of the Lord Chief 
Justice and Sutron, J., having probably precipitated the 
decision. It will be observed that the Birmingham Law Society, 
who ought to know something about the matter, express the 
opinion in their report that the appointment of the new judges 
is “urgently necessary.” 


Votes for Insane Candidate at Election. 

A pornt of some novelty in the law of elections has arisen 
in the United States. Mr. J. M. Parsons, the unsuccessful 
candidate at an election for the 5th Virginia Congress District, 
presented a petition to the Elections Committee asking that Mr. 
SAUNDERS, the successful candidate, should be unseated on the 
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ground that a third candidate, who obtained a number of votes, | HoLMes was registered as proprietor, but the condition was not 


was notoriously insane, and that a number of the votes which | at first placed on the register. 


This was done in 1905, when he 


were given for him would, if he had not been a candidate, have | conveyed part of the land to the plaintiff, who was thereupon 


been given for PARSONS. 
to re-count the ballots and to report on the case. 
would have great difficulty in obtaining relief in this country 


A special committee was appointed | registered subject to the condition. 
The petitioner 


Afterwards HoLMEs cop- 
veyed another part of the land to the defendants, with permission, 
so far as he was concerned, to build a church. The plaintiff 


Mental imbecility is certainly a disqualification for Parliament, | claimed to be entitled to enforce the restrictive condition against 
and the authorities shew that after notice of disqualification, the | the defendants on the ground that by registration it had become 


electcrs vote at their peril if the person for whom they vote is} binding on the purchasers of the land infer se. 


But no such 


in fact disqualified ; it is the same as if they had not voted at | result could follow from the mere notice that the land was sub- 


all. As it is put by some of the judges, it is as if they votec 
for a “dead man,” or the “ manin the moon.’ 


that votes given for a candidate who is notoriously insane are 


1| ject to the condition, and the respective rights and liabilities of 


But assuming | the purchasers had to be determined just as if there had been 





notice, but no registration. In such case it would have been 


thrown away, it is not easy to infer how the votes would have | necessary to shew that all the purchasers took under a common 


been given if they had not been thrown away. It is quite 
possible that the voters, if they had not voted for the insane 
candidate, would have abstained from voting altogether. 


The Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908 
IN A recent arbitration between E. WATERS and the 
of PEMBROKE, an attempt was made to give a 


tive operation to the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908. It 


appeared from a special case stated by the arbitrator that 
received, in 


WATERS, who was tenant of a ferm in Wiltshire, 
September, 1908, notice to quit his holding on the 10th of October, 


1909. Onthe 26th of November, 1908, he gave notice of his inten- 


tion to claim compensation under section 11 of the Act, which 
enacts that where the landlord of a holding, without good and 
sufficient cause, and for reasons inconsistent with good estate 
management, terminates the tenancy by notice to quit . . . 
the tenant, upon quitting the holding, shall, in addition to the 
compensation (if any) to which he may be entitled in respect of 
improvements, be entitled to compensation for the loss or 
expense directly attributable to bis quitting the holding which 
the tenant may unavoidably incur upon or in connection with 
the sale or removal of his household goods or his implements of 
husbandry, produce, or farm stock on, or used in connection with, 
the holding. In November, 1909, he forwarded particulars of bis 
claim to the landlord. By section 50 of the Act it is enacted 
that it shall come into force on the Ist of January, 1909, and 
objection to the claim was taken on the ground that the Act 


was not in force when the notice to claim compensation under | 


section 11 was given, The point was raised before the county 
court judge for Salisbury, when the question whether the 
tenant was entitled to give a provisional notice under the Act 
before the Act itself came into operation was fully argued. It 
has often been said that a statute is not to be construed so as 
to havea greater retrospective operation than its language ren- 
ders necessary, and this consideration appears to have weighed 
with the judge, who felt himself constrained by the Act to hold 
that the claim was inadmissible, having been made before the 
Act came into operation. 


Registration of Restrictive Conditions. 

THe Court of Appeal have affirmed (ante, p. 269) the 
decision of WARRINGTON, J., in Wille y. St. John (ante, p. 65), 
and it is thus settled that the registration of restrictive conditions 
affecting land under section 84 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, 
does not in any way increase their legal obligation or the right 
to enforce them. Under the section a condition that the land is 
not to be built on, or is to be or not to be used in a particular 
manner, may be registered as annexed to the land, “and the 
first proprietor and every transferee, and every other person 
deriving title from him, shall be deemed to be affected with 
notice of such condition.” Thus the section is, according to its 
terms, confined to affecting the successive owners of the land with 
notice of the covenant, and they are, therefore, bound by it so 
far as it can be made binding on them by notice. But in Will: 
v. St. John (supra) it was contended that the effect’ of the registra- 
tion went further, and that it supplied the place of a building 
scheme, so that, upon the subsequent assignment of different 
parts of the registered land, the covenants would be 
enforceable by one purchaser against another. 
had been in 1903 conveyed to Hotes subject to a condition 
against theerection of buildings other than private dwelling-houses. 


Earl 


retre spec- 


| building scheme to which the condition could apply. But 
»}a building scheme requires that the land should be in 

| pre cess of development for building and in course of sale to 

| different purchasers, and that the condition should be imposed as 
an incident of this development. There was, apparently, no such 
scheme in the present case, and the want of a scheme was not 
supplied by registration of the condition. The registration gives 
notice, and does nothing more. 


Legacy Duty on Annuities. 

A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, raises an 
interesting question as to the practice of the Inland Revenue 
authorities with regard to payment of legacy duty when an 
| annuity is payable out of the residuary estate of a testator. He 
| argues that the residuary legatee is entitled to present at once 
| a residuary account from which the capital value of the annuity, 
| assessed according to the tables, has been deducted, and to pry 
duty on the balance, the duty on the annuity being left to be 
paid by instalments out of the first four yearly payments of the 
annuity. Remembering that the instalments cease if the 
annuitant dies within the four years, it seems that the revenue 
will lose by bis early death in two ways. It loses the whole or 
part of the duty on the annuity, and, since the assessed value 
| which has been deducted from the residue is greater than the 
realized value, it loses on the duty paid on the residue. 
Under these circumstances it appears that the Inland Revenue 
| authorities are not prepared to take the chance of the early death 





| of the annuitant, and they decline to allow the proposed closing 
| of the residuary account unless they are satisfied that the annui- 
tant is in a good state of health. The alternative is to appro- 
| priate a sum sufficient to meet the annuity and deduct this 
| from the residuary account. Legacy duty will be payable imme- 
diately only on the balance, and when the annuity ceases, further 
| duty will be payable on the amount appropriated. The method 
| contended for by our correspondent is expressly authorized for 
| certain annuities by section 9 of the Legacy Duty Act, 1796; 
| that is, where the annuity is not given directly to the annuitant, 
| 


but is charged upon a legacy given to another. Insuch a case the 
assessed value of the annuity is deducted from the legacy, and legacy 
duty paid on the balance, while the legatee is also liable for the 
instalments of duty on the annuity. The reason for special 
provision being made for this case appears to be that, owing to 
the form in which the annuity is given, the executor has to pay 
| over the whole legacy on which the annuity is charged to the 
legatee, and he ceases, therefore, to be liable for any further duty. 
But when the annuity is given directly to the annuitant, it is 
payable by the executor ; the above statutory provision does not 
| apply, and he must keep in hand a sum sufficient to provide for 
the annuity. Consequently if in this case the Inland Revenue 
| authorities act upon the analogy of the statute, it seems that 
they can do so on their own terms. Where the statute applies. 
| they must accept the assessed value of the annuity for the purpose 
of duty without reference to the health of the annuitant. Where 
| the statute does not apply, but for the convenience of the executor 
| they allow the statutory method of assessing duty to be followed 
and the account closed, we do not at present see that they are wrong 
| in requiring to be satisfied of the health of the annuitant. If the 


In that case land | executor does not comply with this requirement, then the ordinary 


course can be followed, and a capital sum appropriated and 
retained by him to answer the annuity. 














Nan taanaiallipits EI. 





seq 
to 

esti 
pra 
the 
dut 
lett 
the 
dec 
the 


his 
six 
the 
sio 
evi 
col 


ow 









IO 


~ 


ras not 
rhen he 
Preupon 
iS con- 
nission, 
laintiff 


against 










become 
10 such 
as sub- 
ties of 
1 been 
C been 
mMmon 

But 
be in 
sale to 
sed as 
O such 
AS not 
1 gives 


S68 an 
venue 
on an 

He 
once 
uity, 
) piy 
o be 
f the 

the 
enue 
le or 
alue 
the 
due. 
nue 
ath 
sing 
nul- 
pro- 
this 
me- 
vher 


hod 





for 
96 : 
nt, 
the 
acy 
the 
jal 
to 
ay j 
the i 
ty. 
is 
jot 
‘or 





— 
Bo tenia Dw 


[Vol. 54.] 299 











Domicil and Estate Duty. 
RECURRING once more to the decision in Winans v. Attorney- 
General (1910, A. C. 27), a correspondent points out that it places 
the relation that exists between the domicil of a deceased 
rson and the liability of his property to duty on a firm and 
intelligible footing. (It is singular that the word “ domicil ” finds 
no place in the head-note of the report as cited above.) It will 
be remembered that WINANS had an American domicil and died 
in England. He had a large number of foreign bonds, which 
were freely transferable in England, and were at the time of his 
death physically situated here. The question was whether estate 
duty was payable in respect of these bonds. The Court of Appeal 
held that duty was payable, and this has been affirmed by the 
House of Lords. Contrary to what often happens, the opinions 
delivered in the House of Lords deal with the subject at much 
greater length than it is dealt with in the judgments of the 
Court of Appeal, notwithstanding that the decision of the latter 
was affirmed. First of all, it is laid down that estate duty under 
the Finance Act, 1894, like probate duty, attaches on personalty 
that is situate within the jurisdiction without regard to the 
domicil of the deceased owner. “The principle of mobilia 
sequuntur personam,” said Lord ATKINSON (p. 34), “does not apply 
to estate duty.” The reasons for this, the analogy between 
estate duty and probate duty, and the distinction between 
probate duty on the one hand and legacy and succession duty on 
the other, are all fully dealt with. Like probate duty, estate 
duty has to be paid on the occasion of taking out probate or 
letters of administration. In the words of Lord GorELL (p. 40), 
the Act “does not deal with the accession to the property of a 
deceased person, but with what has to be done and paid before 
the property can be reached and dealt with.” Before the pro- 
perty can be reached, the executor or administrator must 
come to the courts in England and must invoke the 
aid of the English law. Herein is the distinction between probate 
duty and legacy and succession duties. The legatee or successor 
of a person having a foreign domicil takes by virtue of foreign 
law, and has usually no occasion to invoke the aid of English 
law. The Acts imposing legacy and succession duties were long 
ago interpreted by the courts as intended to apply only to 
persons who took their legacies or successions under English law, 
and not to persons who, by reason of the foreign domicil of the 
deceased, claimed to be entitled by virtue of foreign and not English 
law, according to the maxim mohilia sequuntur personam. On the 
other hand, it was equally well recognized that the incidence of 
probate duty was not affected by any question of the domicil of 
the deceased owner of property situated in this country: see 
Thomson v. Advocate-General (12 Cl. & F. 1). The Court of Appeal 
were content to rely on the authority of 4 ttorney-General v. Bouwens 
(1838, 4 M. & W.171), which decided that foreign securities situate 
in England were liable to probate duty, and on the language of the 
Finance Act, 1894, which appeared to indicate that where such 
foreign securities belonged to a person domiciled abroad estate 
duty would nevertheless attach. The House of Lords has now, 
however, placed the whole system of the incidence of, and 
exceptions from, death duties on an intelligible footing by making 
it clear, authoritatively, what is the distinction in principle 
between probate duty and legacy duty, and duties analogous to each 
of these, and why the maxim mohilia sequuntur personam applies 
in some cases and not in others to relieve property from the 
liability to duty. 





Circumstantial Evidence of Larceny. 

A RECENT case before the Court of Criminal Appeal is of some 
general interest: see The King v. Joiner (1910, W. N. 43). The 
appellant was convicted at quarter sessions of having stolen 
some pheasants. The only evidence against him was that he left 
his house about three o’clock in the morning and returned about 
six with the pheasants in a sack. No evidenee was given as to 
the ownership of the pheasants found in the appellant’s posses- 
sion. The appellant appealed on the ground that there was no 
evidence of larceny to go to the jury, and upon this ground the 
court quashed the conviction. By the law of England the 
mere possession of goods is not evidence of larceny unless the 


Hale’s Pleas of the Crown (II., 290) it is said: “I would never 
convict any person for stealing the goods cujusdam ignoti 
merely because he would not give an account how he 
came by them, unless there were due proof made that a 
felony was committed of these goods.” That this principle 
is not fully understood, even at the present day, may be gathered 
from an Australian case, decided a few years ago, where the 
Australian courts differed on this point. In Trainer v. The King 
(4 Com. L. R. 126) the appellant had been convicted in New 
South Wales, at quarter sessions, of stealing three lambs, the 
possession of which was not satisfactorily accounted for. No 
proof of the ownership of the lambs was given, just as in the 
recent pheasant case. ‘The Supreme Court of New South 
Wales upheld the conviction, but on appeal to the High Court 
of Australia this was reversed, and the conviction was quashed. 
The judgments delivered by the Australian Appeal Court are 
instructive. The Chief Justice, after noticing the passage from 
Hale’s Pleas of the Crown, already quoted, proceeded: ‘“ The 
rule suggested by Sir MattHEw HALk, if I may say so with 
respect to so great a man, is most necessary. The foundation of 
the charge of stealing is that the property in question is stolen 
property . . . The foundation is not that itis not the property of 
the accused, but that it isthe property of someone from whom it 
has been feloniously taken . . . If it does not appear whether the 
property belongs to theprisoner or not, then you cannot draw any 
inference from his refusal to give an account of it.” 


Stratagems in the Levy of a Distress. 

How FAR bailiffs may be allowed to adopt stratagems to obtain 
admission to premises in which they propose to levy a distress 
was discussed in a recent case before the Bow County Court. 
The action was brought by the tenant of a dwelling-house to 
recover £5 damages for illegal distress. A distress warrant had 
been issued to the defendant, a certificated bailiff, who called 
at the demised premises. The door, however, was not opened 
to his knocks. He paid a second visit to the house on the 
following day, and continued knocking at the door for two and 
a-half hours, but the tenant still refused to open the door. 
The postman, early on the following day, called with a letter, 
on which 2d. had to be paid, and while the tenant’s wife was 
attending to thia letter, the bailiff entered with another man and 
took possession of the tenant’s goods. It was not disputed 
that the letter had been sent as a ruse to secure admittance to 
the house. The judge, in discussing the evidence, said that the 
continual knocking at the door no doubt was a great nuisance, but 
the plaintiff had only himself to thank for it, as he admitted that 
he gave instructions to his wife not te open the door. With 
regard to the fictitious lefter sent by the plaintiff, some means 
had to be found by which the bailiff could get into the 
house, and he was entitled to adopt this stratagem. English 
novels of the early part of the last century often refer to the 
stratagems of bailiffs and sheriff's officers in levying distresses 
or writs of execution ; but there is little or no mention of them 
in the law reports. 


Landlord’s Hypothec in Scotland. 

THE CASE of Little v. M‘Connell, recently decided by the Court 
of Session in Scotland, related to the landlord’s hypothec for 
rent (corresponding to distress in the lw of England). | We have 
the strongest sympathy for the buyer of the goods which became 
subject to the right of the landlord, especially as a similar case might 
easily have arisen in other parts of the United Kingdom. The 
facts appear to have been that a young man, about to be mar- 
ried, purchased from a warehouse containing several flats certain 
articles of furniture. He paid the price, and the articles were 
marked as sold and set aside for him. He asked that they should 
be kept for a few days until it was convenient for him to take 
delivery. Subsequently the landlord “ sequestrated ” for rent due 
the goods in the warehouse, including those already sold. It was 
contended by the buyer that, as the articles had been bought in 
market overt on a boné fide sale and the price paid, the landlord’s 
hypothee did not attach to those goods. Reference was made 
to Erskine’s Institutes, II. 6, 64, where it is said that “In the 





ownership of the goods be proved to be in someone else. In 


case of a shop, the tenant must, from the nature of the lease, 
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have an unlimited power of selling his shop goods, for he rents 
the shop for that very end, that he may have it as a place of 
sale. By the shopkeeper’s alienation of his goods, therefore, the 
property of them is lawfully transferred from him to the pur- 
chaser, and so no longer remains part of the hypothec.” The 
Court of Session, however, adopted the harsh rule that a buyer, 
though he has paid the price, if he have not got delivery, will 
not prevail against the landlord. The increasing difficulty, owing 
to the substitution of flats for dwelling-houses, of providing for 
the immediate storage of goeds purchased in shops is calculated 
to aggravate the hardship caused by this exercise of the land- 
lord’s privilege. 








Settlement of Shares of Residue 
° ye 
Given by Will. 

THE recent decision of Joycr, J., in Re Currie’s Settlement 
(ante, p. 270) dealt with a new point on the effect of a direction 
in a will for the settlement of a share of residue given to a 
child of the testator. The question which usually arises in such 
cases is whether the share lapses by the death of the child in the 
lifetime of the testator, so that the direction for settlement is 
inoperative, or whether the gift and the direction for settlement 
stand notwithstanding the death of the child, and on this the 
authorities have established a well-known distinction. If the 
share is first given to the child absolutely, and the direction for 
settlement is only tacked on to the gift so made, then the child 
must survive the testator in order that he may become entitled 
to ashare on which the direction for settlement can take effect. 
But if the direction for settlement is part of the original gift, 
then the survival of the child is not necessary ; all the persons 
entitled under the settlement take as beneficiaries under the will, 
and it is sufficient if any of them survive the testator. It is 
assumed that the residuary estate is given to the children as a 
class, so that the share of a child predeceasing the testator and 
leaving issue is not saved by section 33 of the Wills Act, 1837, 
The distinction in question applies also to shares given to 
legatees who are not children of the testator, and here, of course, 
it is not necessary to consider section 33. 

The rule that the direction for settlement must fail if the 
share is given absolutely in the first instance was established by 
Stewart v. Jones (3 De G. & J. 532). There the testator gave his 
residuary estate to his children attaining twenty-one in equal 
shares, and declared that the share to which each of his daughters 
should thus become entitled should be held upon certain trusts. 
These latter trusts were therefore dependent upon the daughter 
first becoming entitled to a share under the original trust, and 
the children of a daughter who died in the testator’s lifetime 
were excluded. The result is obviously harsh; in Re Potter's 
Trusts (L. R. 8 Eq. 32) MALINS, V.C., criticized it adversely, and in 
Re Speakman (4 Ch. D. 620) he declined to follow Stewart v. Jones. 
But the language of the will has to be followed notwithstanding 
hardship, and in fe Roberts (27 Ch. D. 346, 30 Ch. D. 234) 
both PEARSON, J. and the Court of Appeal adopted the same 
construction as in Stewart v. Jones. In Ke Roberts the gift was 
to a nephew and three nieces of the testator by name equally ; 
and the will declared trusts of the shares of the nieces. One of 
the nieces died in the lifetime of the testator, leaving a child, 
but it was held that the child did not take under the settlement 
of her share. The niece never became entitled to the share, 
and there was nothing to settle. ‘“ You cannot,” said LINDLEY, 
L.J., “read it as a settlement of one-fourth, but as a settlement 
of the share which the niece takes.” 

But though Stewart v. Jones (supra) and Re Roberts (supra) 
would still be followed in cases where the words of the will lead 
necessarily to the same result, there has been a strong tendency 
in the later cases to adopt a construction more in accordance with 
the probable intentions of the testator. To do this the clause 
giving the estate in the first instance must be regarded as being 
primarily intended to divide the estate into shares, and then the 
disposition of each share depends, not only on the mention, 
whether by name or as a member of a class, of the original 








legatee, but on the accompanying directions for settlement. In 
other words, the settlement is not of a share already given to the 
legatee, but of an aliquot part of the estate determined by refer. 
ence to the legatee. This construction was adopted by Curry, 
J.,in Re Pinhorne (1894, 2 Ch. 276) ; by Cozens-Harpy, J., in 
Re Powell (1900, 2 Ch. 525) ; and by the Court of Appeal in Re 
Whitmore (1902, 2 Ch. 66). The exact reasons for these various 
decisions depend in each case on the particular words of the 
will, and one reason for distinguishing Re Roberts (supra) has been 
that in that case there was a gift over of the share of any legatee 
dying under twenty-one to the others ; so that the share itself 
was liable to be lost by an event other than death in the lifetime 
of the testator. In Re Powell, also, there was an accruer clause, 
but it was expressly postponed to the settlements of the 
daughters’ shares, and took effect only in default of children of a 
daughter who attained a vested interest. This was in favour of 
the construction adopted, namely, that the share of each daughter 
was an aliquot part of the estate, not given to the daughter in 
the first instance, but given upon the trusts of the settlement ; 
and it is believed that in future a like result will be reached in 
all cases where it is compatible with the words of the will. 

In the recent case of Re Currie’s Settlement (supra) no question 
arose as to the settlement of the daughter’s share being defeated 
by the death of the daughter in the testator’s lifetime. The 
daughter survived the testator,and became entitled under the 
will to a share on which the direction to settle was capable of 
taking effect. The question was as to the operation of this direc. 
tion in the events which had happened. A testator who died in 
1855 left his residuary personal estate and the net proceeds of 
sale of his real estate on trust for his children and the issue of 
deceased children, and he directed that the share of each 
daughter should be paid to the trustees of her marriage settle- 
ment, to be held by them upon the trusts of such settlement. One 
of the testator’s daughters had been married to JAMES CURRIE 
in 1834, and under her marriage settlement the funds which were 
brought in by her father went after the death of the survivor of 
the husband and wife, and in default of children, to the father, 
“his executors, administrators and assigns.” There were no 
children. JAMES CURRIE died in 1860, and his wife in 1909. 
Thereupon the question arose whether the ultimate gift to the 
executors of the testator took effect. 

The result of incorporating the settlement in the will by 
reference was to make the testator ostensibly a legatee under his 
own will, and this, as Joycr, J., pointed out, was meaningless. ‘‘ A 
bequest by a testator of a share of residue, either immediately 
or after preceding limitations, to himself, or to himself, his 
executors, administrators, and assigns, would, in my opinion, be 
unmeaning and inoperative for any purpose.” The lapse of a 
bequest to a legatee by the death of the legatee in the testator’s 
lifetime is not prevented by the addition of the words “‘ executors 
and administrators,” which, as thus used, are merely words of 
limitation: Ziliott v. Davenport (1 P. Wms. 83); though if the 
testator, in addition to using these words, expressly directs that 
the legacy shall not lapse, it will go to the personal representa- 
tives of the legatee: Sibley v. Cook (3 Atk. 572). A legacy 
cannot have any greater effect if given to the testator, bis exe- 
cutors and administrators ; and, apart from the fact of its occurring 
in the proviso to the daughter’s share, it would have been mean- 
ingless. It is, in fact, merely a declaration that the subject of 
the legacy is either undisposed of or is to fall into the residue. 

There remained the question whether this result was in fact 
to follow, or whether the proviso, since the trusts under it were 
exhausted, left the original gift in favour of the daughter stand- 
ing. Upon this the test prescribed by Lassence v. Tierney (1 
Mac. & G. 551) is relevant. If the legacy is absolute in the 
first instance in favour of the legatee, but trusts are added to it 
defining the mode of enjoyment, then upon the failure of these 
trusts the absolute gift remains and the legatee is entitled. 
But if the mode of enjoyment is part of the original gift, 
then the original gift fails, and the subject-matter of the 
legacy reverts to the testator’s estate. The test was 
also stated by Lord Davey in Re Hancock (1902, A. C. 
14): “If you find an absolute gift to a legatee in the first 
instance, and trusts are engrafted or imposed on that absolute 
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interest which fail, either from lapse or invalidity or any other 
reason, then the absolute gift takes effect so far as the trusts 
have failed to the exclusion of the residuary legatee or next-of- 
kin as the case may be.” It will be seen that practically the test 
is the same as that applied in /’e Roberts and Ie Pinhorne, and the 
cases referred to above, though it is applied for a different 
purpose ; not to see whether the trusts ever come into existence, 
but to determine the destination of the share when they have 
failed. In the present case Joyce, J., held that the share was 
in the first instance given to Mrs. CURRIE absolutely, and under 
the circumstances, therefore, it devolved as part of her estate. 








The Conflict of Laws as to Interests 


in Land. 


One of the important questions raised in the recent case of 
British South Africa Co, v. De Beers Consolidated Mines, already 
noticed in our columns on other points (ante, p. 184), was 
whether the rights of the parties under a certain agreement 
were to be determined in accordance with the principles of 
English law or Roman-Dutch law. One clause only in the 
agreement was substantially the subject of the litigation, and 
that clause related to land in Southern Rhodesia, where Roman- 
Dutch law prevails, though it also related to land in Northern 
Rhodesia, where English law is in force. The plaintiffs preferred 
that the contract should be governed by the law of England, the 
defendants preferred the local law—the Jer situs of the land. The 
clause in dispute was part of an agreement by which security was 
given over the plaintiffs’ lands in Rhodesia, and the clause itself 
was in effect a contract on the part of the plaintiffs to grant the de- 
fendants an exclusive licence to mine in the diamondiferous lands 
of the plaintiffs, even after the agreement had ceased to operate as a 
security and all moneys due under it by the plaintiffs to the de- 
fendants had been paid off. All such moneys had now been paid off, 
and the plaintiffs claimed that under English law they were no 


terms unnecessarily wide when he said: “In regard to immove- 
able property the lex situs prevails in regard to all rights, 
interests, and titles in and to such property.” The precise 
ground, however, of the judgments delivered by BuckiEy 
and Krnnepy, L.JJ. (the Master of the Rolls merely agreeing), 
was that the married woman had been by the lex situs rendered 
“ incapable ” of entering into the contract in question, except upon 
certain conditions that in the present instance were not fulfilled. 
In the words of Bucktgy, L.J., a married wonian has only, 
with respect to suretyship contracts under Roman-Dutch law, 
“‘a contingent capacity to become bound by such a contract.” 
The Lord Justice proceeded to say later on; “Mr. Dicry’s 
language (Conflict of Laws (2nd ed.), p. 501) I think is correct, 
that a person’s capacity to make a contract with regard to an 
immoveable is governed by the /ex situs.” Bank of Africa v. Cohen, 
therefore, is a decision which puts a judicial seal on Mr. Dicey’s 
statements (see pp. 501, 810) as to capacity to contract being 
governed by the /ex situs. It may be observed, parenthetically, 
that even in English law the inability of a married woman to 
enter into certain contracts has been treated as a case of what 
BuckLey, L.J, calls “contingent capacity,” In Cor v. Adums 
(35 Can. S.C, R., at p. 406) it was said in the Supreme Court of 
Canada: ‘She had undoubtedly capacity to contract generally, 
but not under the special circumstances of the case unless she bad 
independent advice.” 

The view that the ler situs should also govern “the incidents 
or material validity of a contract with regard to immoveables ” 
is upheld at p. 810 of the Conflict of Laws. There appears to 
be no reported case in the English reports precisely in point, but 
it has been held in Australia that the /ex situs so far governed 
a contract for the sale of land in New South Wales, where the 
owners were in England, that New South Wales and not 
London time was to be considered in determining whether an 
acceptance by cable from London was too late: see /Vhite Cliffs 
Opal Mines v. Miller (1904, 48. R. (N.S. W.) 150). 

Returning to the case of British South Africa Co. v. De Beers 
Consolidated Mines, whilst “ the validity of the stipulations in the 
contract” —that is, the validity of the mining licence clause—might 








longer bound by the clause, which constituted a “clog” on their 
equity of redemption. Thedefendants, on the other hand,contended 
that the /er situs of the land applied, and that by the Roman-Dutch 
law (at any rate as to Southern Rhodesia) the clause could not 
be repudiated by the plaintiffs, since the English doctrine as to 
“ clogging the equity ” bad no place in the Roman-Dutch juris- 
prudence. The question, therefore, whether the law of England 
or the lex situs was to be regarded in determining the rights 
of the parties was vital. SwiNnFreNn EApy, J., decided in favour 
of the plaintiffs, and held that they could in effect repudiate the 
contract to grant exclusive mining licences, on the ground that 
the law to be regarded was the law of England and not the local 
law, and by the law of England the clause in question was a 
“clog” on the plaintiffs’ equity of redemption. The learned 
judge thought the ex loci contractus—in this case England being 
the /ocus contractus—must govern, and therefore that ‘‘the ques- 
tions with regard to the validity of the stipulations in the con- 
tract itself’ must be governed by English law. He treated the 
fact that the land was situated abroad as a mere circumstance 
which in the present case did not weigh sufficiently against the 
application of the “broad rule” that the “lex loci contractus 
presumably governs the nature, the obligation, and the inter- 
pretation of the contract.” 


Several cases on this subject were cited, but, singularly enough, 


perhaps be considered as a question of “the incidents or material 
validity ” of the contract, it certainly seems equally proper to 
treat it as a question of “capacity.” A mortgagor may be 
considered as having, “under the special circumstances of 
the case,” a “contingent capacity” only to become bound by 
any stipulation affecting his right of redemption, The condition 
which would make any such stipulation valid is that it be 
entered into as a separate transaction, according to the sugges- 
tion of Lord Hatspury in Samuel vy. Jarrah Timber Corporation 
(1904, A.C., at p. 325): “If a day had intervened between the 
two parts of the arrangement, the part of the bargain which 
the appellant claims to be performed would have been perfectly 
good and capable of being enforced.” If, then, the clause con- 
ferring mining rights on the De Beers Company be held void and 
inoperative because, under the circumstances, the British South 
Africa Company were under an incapacity by English law, though 
not by Roman-Dutch law, to enter into any such contract, 
the question whether any incapacity exists should be decided 
according to the lex situs, that is, the local law of South Africa 
and (in the case of Southern Rhodesia) tlhe Roman-Dutch law. 








The Late Mr. C. M. Barker. 





no mention seems to have been made of a very recent case 
relating to contracts made in England, and having for their | 
subject-matter land in South Africa. This question was dealt | 
with by the Court of Appeal in Bank of Africa v. Cohen (1909, | 
2 Ch. 129). That case related to the land of a married woman 


Iv is sad to have to record the passing away in his full menta 
vigour of one of the most active members of the Council of the Law 
Society. As Sir Joun Gray Hitt tells us, in his letter printed else- 
where, Mr. BARKER was so intent on the work of the society as to 


attend at the hall only a few days before his death, and when he was 


which she attempted to charge (as surety for her husband) by an | so ill as to require to be assisted upstairs to the council room. He 
instrument amounting only to an executory contract. The charge | had for many years, both during and after his presidency, kept up an 


was by Transvaal (Ioman-Dutch) law inoperative, by reason of 
the owner not having complied with local requirements of the | 
law of married women and suretyship. The Court of Appeal | 


| extraordinarily high average of attendances at mectings of the 
| Council and committees, and spared no effort to further the work 
of the Council. Last year he undertook, and carried through with 
much success, the task of giving evidence before the Land Transfer 


held that the Jez situs was the law to be considered, and not the Commission. All this was part of the character of the man—thorough 
lex loci contractus. KENNEDY, L.WJ., perhaps stated his view in and strenuous in everything he undertook. 
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Mr. BARKER was educated at Westminster School, where, we believe, 
he attained considerable distinction as an athlete. He wasadmitted 
in 1867, after coming out second in the honours list and winning the 
New Inn prize. He commenced practice at once on his own account 
at 15, Bedford-row, and by himself alone accomplished the heavy 
task of building up a substantial practice. While setting himself 
with energy to this task, he was always ready for work outside his 
office. In 1895-7 he was lecturer on real property to the then Incor- 
porated Law Society, and when he resided at Esher he filled the 
office of chairman of the local urban district council. 

In 1893 he was elected a member of the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society ; his active candidature for that post exciting some 
criticism at the time. He became President in 1905-6, and at the 
Leeds meeting gave a clever address, dealing with, 
other matters, legal education, the Land Transfer Acts, solicitors’ 
accounts, and the Public Trustee Bill. His address was terse 
and pointed, affording a refreshing contrast to the long- 
winded orations which occasionally occur. He ended it by 
a suggestion that it would be well, in the public interest,“ if there 
were a readier and more frequent recognition by the State of the 
valuable—nay, of the invaluable—-services rendered to the community 
by solicitors. Honours and emoluments are bestowed from time to 
time upon the members of other professions, but it is seldom that 
any distinction is bestowed on a solicitor.” And he proceeded to 
express his belief that the present state of things in the matter of 
judicial preferments being confined to one branch of the profession 
could not long continue. Asto Mr. BARKER’s assiduity in performing 
the duties of president, testimony is borne in’ the letter above 
referred to. 

Apart from his professional work, Mr. BARKER was a lover of 
literature and a skilled musician. Sir FrepericK Brinee, the 
organist of Westminster Abbey, was present at the funeral, together 
with the Precentor and other officials of the Abbey, and Sir 
FREDERICK presided at the organ. 


Reviews. 
The Contract of Sale. 


A TREATISE ON THE EFFECT OF THE CONTRACT OF SALE ON THE 
LecaL Ricuts or PRopERTY AND PosskssIon IN Goons, WAREs, 
AND MercuanpiseE. By Lord Biackspurn. Tuirp EpIrIion. 
By Wittram Norman Ragpurn, M.A., LL.B. (Glas.), and 
LEONARD CHARLES THOMAS, Barristers-at Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Since the publication of the second edition of this work the Sale 
of Goods Act, 1893, hascome into operation, and the practitioner 


among | 





before consulting a text-book naturally turns to the relevant provision | 


in the statute. This being so, it must be a question how far a 
work written before the statute can be a convenient guide to 
the law contained in the statute without very considerable re 
arrangement. The editors of the present edition have not 
attempted any such re-arrangement, but have retained the original 
form of the work, incorporating therein the provisions of the 
statute in their appropriate places. The statute itself is printed in 
the appendix, but, unfortunately, without any marginal references to 
the text, and the work throughout lacks the marginal notes and other 
devices for reference which the reader of law books has learned to 
expect. Substantially the work repeats the citation and statement 
of the authorities which were relevant before the statute, and brings 
the law up to date by including the provisions of the statute and cases 
subsequently decided. The result is to give a complete statement 
of the principles of the law—which was the great merit of the original 
work—and at the same time to make them illustrate the actual code 
by which the rights and obligations arising out of the sale of goods 
are now regulated. The book is more suitable for research as to 
difficult points than for ordinary professional use, but for such purposes 
it will be valuable. 





Patents. 


THORNTON ON PATENTS (BRITISH AND FOREIGN). 
Avecustus THornToN, Consulting Patent Agent. 
(Limited). 

This volume is described as containing the pith of patent law and 
practice in the United Kingdom and abroad, with rules, forms, 
examples and precedents. It is a book which deals with its subject 
from the standpoint of the patent agent, and is intended for the use 
of the inventor and his solicitor. While not pretending to be 
exhaustive as a legal text-book, it aims at answering the hundred 
and one questions of law, as well as of procedure and practice, which 


3y ALFRED 
Charles Jones 
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a pe interested in inventions require to have answered by their 
egal advisers and patent agents, generally at short notice. 

After an adequate treatment of the law in regard to the grant and 
maintenance of letters patent, there follow some chapters of instruc- 
tion on commercial dealings with patents, which should prove 
exceedingly valuable to patentees and their advisers. The chapters 
on the preparation of specifications and on “ What every patentee 
ought to know” are perhaps the best in the book, and are not only 
novel in treatment but thoroughly practical. The advice and useful 
hints contained in them must represent the condensed result of the 
experience of the author as a consulting patent agent. 

Another useful feature is a collection of judicial dicta and con- 
densed cases, with summaries of the various points discussed, which 
give the main lines of authority without recourse to the book-case, 
Part I. also contains tables of rules and fees and a complete set of 
patent office forms reproduced in fac-simile and filled in appropriately, 

Part IT. deals with foreign and colonial patents, and affords much 
useful information, particularly with regard to the state of the law 
as to working conditions and the mode of application in each 
country. The forms in this section and the instructions given 
should greatly assist the British inventor in taking proper advantage 
of the rights given by international convention. 

Arranged on a novel plan, and fresh in its treatment, the book is 
an attractive one ; but, above all, it is practical. 





Books of the Week. 


Company Law. By Wiii1aM Freperick Hamitton, K.C., LL.D. 
(Lond.). Third Edition. By the Author, assisted by Percy 
TInDAL-Rosertson, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The Pension Book of Gray’s Inn (Records of the Honourable 
Society), 1669-1800. Edited by REGINALD FLETCHER, B.D, 
Preacher of Gray’s Inn. Vol. II. Stevens & Haynes; Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 


The Port of London Act, 1908, with an Introduction and Notes, 
and an Appendix of Incorporated Statutes and Bye-laws Affecting 
the Port. By R. W. Harper, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited) ; Reeves & Turner. 


The Law relating to the Reconstruction and Amalgamation of 
Joint Stock Companies, together with Forms and Precedents. By 
PAUL FREDERICK Simonson, M.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Second 
Edition, Revised and Largely Re-written. Effingham Wilson; 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


Statutes of Practical Utility passed in 1909, arranged in Alpha- 
betical Order in Continuation of Chitty’s Statutes. With Notes, 
Incorporated Enactments, and Selected Statutory Rules. By W. H. 
Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Reports of Cases in the Court of Criminal 
idited by HerMAN COHEN, 
Stevens & Haynes. 


Criminal Appeal Cases : 
Appeal, January 28th, 29th, 1910. 
Barrister-at-Law. Vol, IV., Part IT. 








Correspondence. 


Legacy Duty on Annuities. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.} 


Sir,-—-May I question the practice of Somerset House in reference 
to its legality in the following case ? 

Under a will, real and personal estate are given to trustees upon 
trust out of the income to apply a yearly sum of money for the 
benefit of a brother for life ; and, subject thereto, in trust for another 
brother. 

The legacy duty on this annuity has been assessed on its value 
according to the age of the annuitant and the tables in the ordinary 
way. The residuary account as to the personal estate is presented to 
the office, deducting from the residue the value of the annuity, and 
duty is offered on the balance of the residue. 

The office objects that this would close the account, so that no 
further duty would be payable, and that if the annuitant should die 
before the instalments of the duty become due, further duty would 
not be payable in respect of the annuity. The office claims that 
according to its practice a sufficient part of the estate should be set 
apart to answer the annuity, so that on the death of the annuitant 
a fresh opening for duties may occur, and this position is insisted 
upon unless the office is satisfied that the annuitant 1s in a good 
state of health. 
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Against this it is contended that the practice of the office is not Hoos genial man, In fact, to quote his favourite Shakespeare, I may 


binding unless legal, and that the residuary legatee takes the 
estate subject to the annuity, on the footing of the value according 
to the tables, and that if the annuitant dies before the calculated 
time, the legatee gets the advantage, and that if the annuitant sur- 


truly say of him: “A kinder gentleman trod not the earth.” 

He loved music, in regard to which he had a great knowledge and 
an excellent taste. It was he who arranged for the beautiful old 
part-songs sung at the Council dinners, ainongst which no poor stuff 


vives that time he has the disadvantage, and that he has nothing to | was ever allowed to intrude. Nothing pleased him better than to 
do with the payment of the duty on the annuity, or with any cesser | sing in the choir at Westminster Abbey under the direction of his 


in the payment of the instalments of the duty. 

The writer cannot find any law in such a case letting in 
questions as to the state of health of an annuitant, and if that 
could become a consideration, it ought to follow that in case of bad 
health some allowance ought to be made in the valuation of the 
annuity. The office bas been pressed to refer to some authority in 
support of their contention, but appear to be unable to do so. They 
refer to Hanson on Death Duties (5th ed.), p. 385, where there 
appears to be some discussion of the question. 

As the point must be of frequent occurrence, I should be glad to 
know the view taken of it by the profession. QUERY. 

Feb. 10. 

[See observations under head of “Current Topics.”—Ep. S../.]. 





The late Mr. Charles Mylne Barker. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—I should like to add somewhat to the short account of my 
most highly valued friend, the late Mr. C. M. Barker, which appeared 
in the 7'‘mes of the 19th inst. 

I think that members of the Law Society are not generally aware 
of the extent and value of the services rendered by him to the 
society. He was a member of the Council from 1893 to the time of 
his death on the 17th inst., and I venture to say that no other member 
during that period of nearly seventeen years devoted more time 
and attention to its work than he. His attendances at meetings of 
the Council and committees were, I think, more numerous even than 
those of Mr. Pennington, to whom the society owes so much, although 
they ran a neck-and-neck race in this respect. I find that during 
the last seven years Mr. Barker’s average was 156, and, as mentioned 
in the Z’imes, in each of the years 1902-3 and 1902-4 they reached 
the remarkable total of 171. As I was myself a member of the 
Council for many years I know what that mears. It isone thing to 
attend a weekly Council meeting, whether as a silent or a speaking 
member, and quite another to work on committees and take part 
in the preparation of reports. Mr. Barker always put his best and 
most earnest efforts into the business of the society. He was an 
indefatigable president, and attended while in office to one duty which 
is not always attended to by presidents: he frequently went about 
the building, seeing that everything was properly done. Nor did he 
consider that when he had _ passed the chair he might relax his atten- 
tion to the work of the society. Only a few days before his death 
he came to the hall to attend to it, although he was so unwell that 
he had to be helped up the steps from the cab which had brought him 
there. If he would have taken rest he might be with us still, but he 
was devoted to duty, was ever a brave fighter, and would never give 
in. He took a great interest in legal education, and assisted 
materially in establishing the present very successful system presided 
over by our excellent principal, Mr. Jenks. Perhaps his experience 
in the eighties as lecturer to the society on conveyancing gave him 
a particular interest in this matter. If there ever was a man whose 
work at the Council gave the lie to the belief still prevailing amongst 
a large number of the members that those elected to it are an 
indolent set (I believe some even imagine them to pass their time 
sipping wine round a table) it was Charles Mylne Barker. 

He and I, although intimate friends, did not always see eye to eye 
upon all great questions mooted at the Council. He could not agree 
with the proposal I have long advocated (recently taken up by Mr. 
Indermaur) that every new member of the profession should ipso 
fucto become a member of the society, but he heartily agreed with 
me in another proposal which has been much debated but never com 
pletely decided, viz., that every solicitor should keep his clients’ 

rincipal moneys entirely separate from his own, and should be care- 
fal not to retain them in his possession longer than is absolutely 
necessary ; and he made this the practice of his firm, as it is of mine, 
and of very many, and I think an increasing number of, other 
practitioners. 

Mr. Barker was a very well read and well-informed man on many 
subjects, and a most pleasant companion. He had a very retentive 
memory, and amongst friends retailed many a good story and apt 
quotation. He had a great admiration for the good old standard 
authors, and a wholesome contempt for vulgar, slovenly, and decadent 
literature. He was always sincere in mind and direct in speech, and 
hated sharp practice and humbug in every kind. His bright and 
cheery appearances for a brief period in the smoking room of the 
society’s hall after lunch were always welcome to the habitués of the 





friend Sir Frederick Bridge. 

He never failed in his love for his old school, Westminster ; and 
the last time I met him, only a few days before his death, he 
discoursed most pleasantly of the old Deans of the Abbey. 

Happily he suffered no decay in mind, nor, indeed, any lingering 
illness, and his death reminds me of lines of Dr. Johnson, which my 
friend has several times repeated to me, as representing the ending 
to life which a wise man should desire. 


“Then with no fiery throbbing pain, 
No cold gradation of decay, 
Death broke at once the vital chain 
And freed his soul the nearest way.” 


Liverpool, Feb. 22. Joun Gray HI. 
] 








Points to be Noted. 


Common Law. 
Public Hospital—Liability of Governors.— The only duty of the 


governors of a public hospital to their patients is to use due care and 
skill in selecting their medical staff. Neither the pbysicians and 
surgeons, nor (for the time being) the nurses and other attendants 
engaged in an operation, are the servants of the governors.— HILLYER 
v. GOVERNORS oF St. BARTHOLOMEW’s Hosprtat (C.A., July 12, 13, 
23) (53 Soticrrors’ JOURNAL, 714 ; 1909, 2 K. B. 820). 


Wrongful Dismissal —Vindictive damages cannot be awarded for 
wrongful dismissal. The damages awarded must not exceed the 
immediate pecuniary loss, nor include compensation for the manner 
of the dismissal or the difficulty of finding fresh employment.— 
Appis v. GRAMOPHONE Co. (Limtrep) (H.L., July 26) (1909, A. C. 488). 


Husband and Wife — Paraphernalia. Wearing apparel or 
jewellery purchased by a wife, with money given her for that purpose 
by her husband, is, primd facie, her separate property since the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. It is a matter of evidence 
whether she holds it on conditions. At common law such articles, 
though the property of and alienable by the husband during his life, 
became the property of the wife on his death under the name of 
paraphernalia ; and it is uncertain (in spite of the observations of 
Jeune, P., in Vasker v. Tasker, 43 W. R. 255 ; 1895, P. 1) whether 
paraphernalia can exist since the passing of the Act. But in any 
case that question cannot arise during the husband’s lifetime. 
Masson TempLier & Co, v. DE Fries (C.A., July 16, 17, 28) (53 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL, 744%; 1909, 2 K. B. 831). 





Conveyancing and Equity. 
Power of gy omen by Will—Foreign Donee.—A will ex- 
l 


ecuted in English form bya testator,domiciled abroad, and invalid 
by the law of the domicil, cannot generally be admitted to probate 
in England. But if it is also an exercise of an English power of 
appointment by will, it may be proved for that purpose in England, 
and it will be a valid exercise of that power.—Murpny v. DEICHLER 
(H.L., July 12) (53 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 671 ; 1909, A. C, 446). 


Landlord's Covenant to Pay Rates—Increased Assessment.— 
Where premises are leased at a rack-rent, and the lessor covenants 
to pay all rates and taxes “ now payable or hereafter to become pay- 
able in respect of the said premises,” he is hable to pay on an _in- 
creased assessment due to profitable sub-letting by the lessee. This 
is a different case from such as Mansfield v. Relf (1908, 1 K. B. 71), 
where the increased assessment was due to the erection of buildings 
by the lessee on the bare ground demised to him.—SaLaMan vy. 
Hoxrorp (C.A., Oct. 18) (1909, 2 Ch. 602). 


Double Possibilities—Equitable Estates.—-The rule that after an 
estate has been limited to an unborn person for life a remainder 
cannot be limited to any child of such unborn person (commonly 
called the rule against double possibilities) applies not only to legal 
interests in land (Whitby v. Mitchell, 1890, 38 W. R. 337, 44 Ch. D. 
85), but also (following Monypenny v. Dering, 1852, 2 De G. M. 
& G. 145, which has now become an authority) to equitable interests 
in Jand.—Rr NaAsH (C.A., Oct. 23, Nov. 2, 11) (54 SoLIciIToRs’ 


place. He was a warm friend, and, to those who knew him well, a | JourNAL, 48 ; 1910, 1 Ch. 1). 
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Compulsory Purchase by Local Authority—Notice to Treat— 
Withdrawal.—A notice to treat may be served by a local authority 
under local Acts, such as Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act, 1817, or under 
the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. In the latter case 
provision is made by the statute for the withdrawal by the local 
authority of its notice if the landowner takes exception to it. In 
Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act there is no similar provision ; but on 
general principles of law a local authority can withdraw its notice 
without compensation if the landowner declines to treat.— WILD »v. 


Wootwich Borovcn Councit (C.A., Nov. 8) (54 Solicitors’ 
JOURNAL, 64 ; 1910, 1 Ch. 35). 
Charity—Scheme—Jurisdiction—The income of a charity 


administered under a scheme sanctioned by the court must not, in 
the absence of any provision in the scheme allowing such an appli- 
cation, be applied to objects outside the jurisdiction (for instance, in 
Scotland).—Re Mirevees’ Cuarity (Joyce, J., Nov. 9) (1910, 1 Ch. 
163), 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


MASSON TEMPLIER ». DE FRIES. D. C. DE FRIES, Claimant. 
No. 1. 17th and 18th Feb. 

Practice—Taxation or Costs—Leave To APPEAL FROM CounTY CouRT 
on TERMS THAT NO Costs OF THE APPEAL SHOULD BE ASKED For 
AppEAL To Court or AppEAL ALLOWED wiTtH CosTS—TAXATION OF 
Costs 1x Court or AppeaL—Sucu Costs ALLOWED ONLY WERE 
NECESSARILY INCURRED AFTER THE APPEAL WAS DECIDED IN DIVISIONAL 
Court. 

Leave to appeal to the Divisional Court was given to plaintiffs on the 
condition that, whatever the result of the appeal was, they would not 
ask for costs. The appeal was heard and dismissed. The Court of 
Appeal allowed the appeal from the decision of the Divisional Court 
with costs in all courts except so far as the appellants might be 
prevented from claiming costs as a term of obtaining leave to appeal. 
On taxation the master disallowed the costs of all documents necessary 
for the appeal to the Divisional Court, which were requisite, never- 
theless, for appeal to the Court of Appeal, but allowed the costs of 
such i S| copies as were required for appeal in the Court of 
Appeal. The plaintiffs appealed, submitting that as there had been no 
taxation of the costs in question incurred in the Divisional Court, the 
fact that the documents were used there did not preclude their getting 
costs in respect of them under the order of the Court of Appeal referred 
to above. 

Held, that the decision of the taxing-master was right, and the appeal 
was accordingly dismissed. 

Appeal by the plaintiffs in an action originally tried before his 
Honour Judge Selfe, with a jury, inthe Brompton County Court, from an 
order of the taxing-master, refusing to allow the costs of certain 
documents, which was affirmed by Jelf, J., in chambers. The facts of 
the case are set out in 53 Soricirors’ JourNnaL, 745, 1909, 2 K. B. 831, 
and shortly were that the plaintiffs sued to recover the value of 
dresses supplied to the defendants, Mrs. De Fries and her husband. 
Judgment was obtained against Mrs. De Fries alone, and execution was 
levied, and certain dresses and other articles of wearing apparel were 
seized in the possession of Mrs. De Fries. The husband thereupon put 
in a claim that they belonged to him as paraphernalia. Aninterpleader 
summons was issued to try the question of ownership in these articles, 
and came on for trial in the Brompton County Court, with a jury. 
The jury found that the goods seized were the property of the husband. 
Leave was subsequently given the plaintiffs to appeal to the Divisional 
Court, on condition that in any event the plaintiffs would not ask for 
costs. The Divisional Court came to the conclusion that there was 
some evidence to justify the finding of the jury, and declined to inter- 
fere. The plaintiffs having obtained leave to appeal from the Court 
of Appeal, the appeal was heard and allowed, the court holding that 
since the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, articles purchased by a 
wife for her personal use were primd facie her own property, and the 
fact that the husband supplied the money made no difference. They 
thought that the decision of the Divisional Court was wrong, and 
allowed the appeal, entering judgment for the plaintiffs, with costs in 
all courts, except so far as the appellants might be prevented from 
claiming costs as a term of obtaining leave to appeal to the Divisional 
Court. The costs having been taxed, the plaintiffs objected to the 
decision of the taxing -master whereby they were disallowed the costs of 
all copies of documents used in the appeal to the Divisional Court, in- 
cluding two copies for counsel with brief, the county court judge’s 
notes, transcript of his judgments, and so forth. These items the 
taxing-master held were covered by the terms of the county court 
judge's decision granting leave to appeal to the Divisional Court. But 
he allowed the additional copies requisite on appeal to the Court of 
Appeal before a court of three judges. The plaintiffs contended 
that, having had no costs in the Divisional Court, and there having 
been no previous taxation of costs under which any of these copies 
had been allowed, the costs of the whole of these copies were allowable 








AS 





in the present appeal. They submitted that it was immaterial whether 
the copies had been used before, so long as there had been no previous 
taxation under which the plaintiffs could charge for them, and they 
were copies essential for the appeal to the Court of Appeal; and for 
this reason the costs in question should be allowed in the present bill. 
And Warner v. Mosses (19 C. D. 72) was cited. 

VauGHAN Wittiams, L.J., said they had to give effect to an order 
made by the Court of Appeal, which was as follows. [His lordship 
read the order.]: He had nothing to say about the interlocutory pro- 
ceedings, and nothing was said in the order as to the costs of the 
Divisional Court, because of the condition imposed by the Brompton 
County Court judge that the appellants, if successful, should not ask 
for costs in the Divisional Court. All he had to say about the con- 
struction of the order was that there was nothing there which prevented 
this court giving the ordinary meaning to the words used. That being 
so, he had only to see, according to the practice, what would be the 
costs of, and incidental to the costs of, the appeal to the Court of 
Appeal from a decision of the Divisional Court. Although these docu- 
ments were used in the Court of Appeal, and although these proceedings 
could not have been carried on without their use, it was in accordance 
with the practice that there should be no disbursements allowed in 
respect of documents, unless those documents were actually made for 
the purpose of the proceedings in respect of which the order was made. 
As a matter of fact, the documents came into existence for the purpose 
of the proceedings in the Divisional Court and were used again without 
fresh expense for the Court of Appeal. In these circumstances, he 
was of opinion that the charges ought not to be allowed in resnect of 
those documents used in the Court of Appeal. It made no difference 
to the application of the ordinary principle that in the order of the 
county court judge the appellants, although successful, could not ask 
for costs in the Divisional Court. He thought the taxing-master was 
right, and that the costs were properly disallowed. The appeal 
accordingly failed. 

FarRweLL, L.J., concurred. 
ford, for the plaintiffs; S. 
Cohen & Cohen; J. Hands. 

(Reported by Enxsxrne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


and J. D. Craw 
SOLICITORS, 


CounseL, Atkin, K.C., 
Moses, for the defendants. 


EYRE v. HOUGHTON MAIN COLLIERY CO. (LIM.). No. 2. 


17th Feb. 


MASTER AND SERVANT—ACCIDENT—PartiaL INncavacity—SuiTABLeE Em- 
PLOYMENT—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), 
SCHEDULE 1 (3). 

What is suitable employment within the meaning of clause 3 of the 
First Schedule to the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, must be 
determined by having regard to the physical condition of the workman, 
and the nature and character of the work that he did before the acci 
dent, and the nature and character of the work offered to him after the 
accident. His old employment is not suitable if by reason of his 
partially disabled condition it exposes him to special risks. \ 

Appeal from an award of the judge of the Barnsley County Court, 
Yorkshire, sitting as an arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906. Clause 3 of the first schedule to the Act provides that in a 
case of partial incapacity the weekly payment shall in no case exceed 
the difference between the amount of the average weekly earnings of 
the workman before the accident and the average weekly amount which 
he is earning, or is able to earn, in some suitable employment or busi 
ness after the accident, but shall bear such relation to the amount of 
that difference as under the circumstances may appear proper. The 
applicant was a coal miner, who met with an injury to his eye while 
getting coal at the coal face in the colliery of the respondent company. 
The accident produced a permanent injury to the sight of that eye 
which made him less fitted for work than a one-eyed man. The em- 
ployers offered him work in the mine at the coal face at his old wages, 
if he cared to take it. He declined to work in the mine, and asked 
the employers to give him work on the surface, and to supplement his 
wages by paying him compensation. The county court judge found that 
there was an appreciable increase of peril of injury to the remaining eye 
and of injury generally in working at the face with only one eye instead 
of two. In the circumstances he was of opinion that working at the 
face was not a suitable employment for the applicant, and he made 
an award in his favour. The employers appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FietcHer Movtton and 
Bucktey, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the appeal raised a question as to the 
meaning of clause 3 of the first schedule to the Workmen’s Compensa 
tion Act, 1906—namely, what was the meaning of suitable employment? 
In the first place, that seemed to his lordship to be a question of fact 
in each case which must be answered by the county court judge having 
regard not only to the physical condition of the man, but also to the 
nature and character of the work that he did before the accident, and 
the nature and character of the work offered to him after the accident. 
In the present case the county court judge, having heard the evidence, 
said that the employment offered was not quite suitable. It was said 
that that meant something different from not suitable. His lordship 
did not read the judgment in that sense. In his view the judgment 
negatived the idea of the employment offered being suitable employment. 
If there was any evidence to justify that as a finding of fact, the court 
could not interfere. It was not necessary, and it would not be right 
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for him to say that on the evidence he would have found as the 
judge did, but it was impossible to say that there was no evidence to 
justify the judge’s finding that the employment offered was not suit- 
able. The appeal must be dismissed. 

FLETCHER Movutton and Bucktey, L.JJ., also delivered judgments 
dismissing the appeal.—CounsrL, C. A. Russell, K.C., and Bramley; 
Simon, K.C., and Waddy. Sortcrtors, Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for 
Parker, Rhodes, &: Co., Rotherham ; Corbin, Greener, & Co., for Raley 
d: Sons, Barnsley. 


[Reported by J. I. Srreuine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ADMIRAL FISHING CO. (LIM.) v. ROBINSON. No. 2. 16th Feb. 


MasTER AND SERVANT—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION—FISHERMAN—EE- 
MUNERATION BY SHARE IN PRoOFITS—GUARANTEED WeexLy Wacr-- 
WorKMEN’s Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 7 (2). 

A member of a crew of a fishing vessel whose remuneration is a share 
in the profits, but who is guaranteed a minimum weekly wage in the 
event of his share not amounting to a certain sum, is remunerated by a 
share of profits within section 7 (2) of the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, and is, consequently, outside the Act. 


Appeal from an award of the county court judge sitting at Lowestoft 
as an arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. An 
application was made by the Admiral Fishing Co. (Limited), owners 
of the steam drifter Zook, to the county court for a declaration that 
they were not liable to pay compensation to Robinson, who was em- 
ployed as an engine-driver on board 7'he Rook, in respect of the 
incapacity sustained by him by reason of an accident which occurred 
to him while at sea on the 13th of July, 1908. The contention of the 
company was that Robinson came within the exception contained in 
section 7, sub-section 2, of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, 
which provides that the Act shall not apply to such members of the 
crew of a fishing vessel as are remunerated by shares in the profits 
or the gross earnings of the working of such vessel. It appeared that 
the catch was divided into twenty-four shares. Robinson’s remunera- 
tion was one share, but, as was the custom in the case of engine-drivers 
from the port of Lowestoft, he was guaranteed a minimum weekly wage 
of 30s. in the event of his share falling short of that amount. The 
county court judge was of opinion that the intention of the Act was 
to exclude that class or body of men who were paid exclusively on the 
share system. Engineers, however, whatever success the boat might 
or might not have, were entitled to their standing wage of 30s. a week. 
As, therefore, the exception in section 7 (2) applied only to men paid 
solely on the share system, Robinson was entitled to the benefits of the 
Act. The company appealed. : 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FtietcHer Movtton 
and Bucktey, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozrens-Harpy, M.R., said that the point was a very short one. 
Certain classes of seamen were entitled to the benefits of the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1906, and a certain class was excluded—namely, 
such members of the crew of a fishing vessel as were remunerated by 
shares in the profits or gross earnings of the working of such vessel. 
Robinson was the engineer on board a fishing smack, and as such he 
was entitled to a one twenty-fourth share of the profits, and he had a 
guarantee from the owners of the vessel to make his share up to 30s. 
a week if it did not amount to so much. The county court judge had 
taken the view that the section did not apply to members of a crew 
unless they were remunerated solely by shares in the profits. His 
lordship could not accede to that view. He could see no reason why 
a man who was entitled to a share of profits should not have a guarantee 
from another person that the share should amount to a certain sum. 





He thought that the judge was wrong, and that the appeal 
should be allowed.—Counset, Neilson; W. A. Cairns. Soricrtors, 
Holman, Birdwood, ad: Co., for Chamberlin & Talbot, Great Yarmouth ; 
W. 7. Cowl, for A. F. Cowl, Great Yarmouth. 


[Reported by J. I. Srrriine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re PAGE. HILL v. FLADGATE. No. 2. 17th Feb. 


PRractice—APpPEAL—ORDER DismiIsstNa ACTION AS FRIVOLOUS—INTER- 
LOCUTORY OR Frinat OrnpeR—R. 8S. C. XXV. 4. 


An order dismissing an action as frivolous or vexatious, whether 
made under the inherent jurisdiction of the court or under rule 4 of 
order 25, is an interlocutory order for the purposes of appeal. 

This was an appeal from an order of Eve, J., dismissing an action, | 
with costs, as frivolous. On the appeal coming on for hearing, an 
objection was taken that the order appealed against was an interlocutory 
order, and consequently the appeal was out of time. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FLercner Movton and 
Bucktey, L.JJ.) upheld the objection and dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—I have no intention of defining the meaning 
of interlocutory order. I leave that to others. The only point which 
1 have to decide is whether the order in this particular case is an order 
which must be appealed against within the time allowed for inter- 
locutory orders. ‘The plaintiff commenced an action for the recovery of 
certain property. The defendants did that which they were entitled 
to do under the inherent jurisdiction of the court as well as under 
ord. 25, r. 4: they applied to have the statement of claim struck out 
on the ground that it disclosed no reasonable cause of action. The 
learned judge has ordered the statement of claim to be struck out and 





| underlease of the premises to one L. 


dismissed the action as frivolous. An appeal has been présénted which 
is long out of time unless the learned judge’s order is a final one for 
the purposes of appeal. In my opinion this is an interlocutory order 
for the purposes of appeal. It may be that there is no authority 
directly in point, but I am driven to this conclusion by sufficient 
reasons. In the first place, I think that it has been the practice to 
treat these applications as interlocutory for the purposes of appeal. 
I do not attach much importance to that, because the point does not 
seem to have been clearly taken, but I cannot disregard the practice. 
Then I come to the case of Price v. Phillips (11 Times L. R. 86), in 
which there was a motion in terms identical with those of the motion 
in the present case. Chitty, J., acceded to the motion and dis- 
missed the action, and then he goes on to say that he declined—and 
he believed it to be merciful to decline—leave to appeal. That pro- 
ceeds obviously on the footing that the order was an interlocutory 
order, which could not be appealed against’ without leave. Then we 
come to the case which, to my mind, covers the present case : Stewart 
v. Royds (118 L. T. Jo. 176). There an order was made directing that 
the plaintiff, who was resident abroad, should give security for the 
costs of the action within a certain time, and that if the security was 
not given the action should be dismissed. The security was not given 
and the action was dismissed. The plaintiff appealed. The notice of 
appeal was given within three months from the date of the order dis- 
missing the action, and the Court of Appeal held that the order 
appealed from was an interlocutory order, and that the appeal ought 
not to be heard. It may be said that in that case the order to dismiss 
was conditional, but’ the condition had been applied, and when it came 
before the Court of Appeal it was no longer conditional, but was an 
order dismissing the action in the event which had happened. The 
Court of Appeal held that that order was an interlocutory order. I 
fail to see any distinction between that and the present case. In Hind 
v. Hartington (6 Times L. R. 267) Coleridge, C.J., does seem to have 
based his judgment on the ground that the order dismissing the action 
was only against one of the defendants, but in principle I think it 
covers the present case. On public grounds it is desirable that an 
order of this kind should be disposed of in the Court of Appeal in the 
shortest possible time, and if there had been no authority on the 
point I should have come to the conclusion that it ought to be treated 
as an interlocutory order. As it is, having regard to the practice and 
the authorities, I think the appeal must be dismissed. 

FretcHer Movutton, L.J.—I am of the same opinion, and for the 
same reasons, but I attach a little more importance to the case of 
Salaman v. Secretary of State for India (1906, 1 K. B. 613), as I 
remember that the appeal in that case was specially heard by a court 
of three, although it was an interlocutory motion. Consequently I am 
satisfied that the members of the court were of opinion that the order 
appealed against was interlocutory. 

Bucktey, L.J., also delivered a judgment dismissing the appeal.— 
CounseL, Austen-Cartmell; Lyttelton Chubb; Mulligan. Soticrrors, 
Fladgate & Co.; Young, Jackson, Beard, & King; H. Osborne Carter. 


[Reported by J. I. Srirtine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


COX v. HARPER. No. 2. 4th Feb. 


LANDLORD AND ‘TENANT—PAYMENT FOR GoopWILL—EXECUTION— 
REcEIVER—RENT—LANDLORD AND TENANT Act, 1709 (8 Anng, c. 14), 
s. 1 
Where premises were let for a yearly sum of £150, and the addi- 

tional yearly sum of £1,250, in lieu of premium for the goodwill of 

the business carried on on the premises, the rent of the premises 
within the meaning of the Landlord and Tenant Act, 1709, s. 1, is 
only £150. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. Messrs. Barclay, 
Perkins, & Co., Ltd., who were owners of a long lease of the 
Ranelagh Arms, Stratford, Bow, in September, 1896, granted an 
/. S. Innocent. On the same 
day Innocent mortgaged his leasehold interest to the plaintiff Cox 
to secure the sum of £20,000, and gave a second mortgage to the 
company to secure £18,000. In 1901 Innocent became bankrupt, and 
the defendant Harper was appointed his trustee in bankruptcy. On 
the 29th of May, 1902, the company, as second mortgagees, went into 
possession and entered into an agreement of tenancy with the bank- 
rupt’s son, L. W. Innocent, whereby they agreed to let to him the 
Ranelagh Arms together with the fixtures thereto belonging from 
year to year at the yearly rent of £150 for the said premises, and 
the additional yearly sum of £1,250 in lieu of premium for the 
goodwill of the business carried on upon the said premises and for 
the use of the fixtures and fittings therein. On the 8th of March, 
1907, the company obtained judgment against Innocent for £964 
15s. 1ld., and in February, 1909, the tenancy was determined at a 
month’s notice. On the 9th of March, 1909, foreclosure proceedings 
were commenced by Cox against Harper and the company, and on 
the 12th of March, 1909, an order was made appointing a receiver and 
manager and directing the company to give up possession of the 
premises so far as was necessary for the purposes of the receivership. 
On the same day the sheriff levied execution in respect of the judg- 
ment obtained by the company against Innocent the younger. On the 
8th of April the sheriff sold the goods seized to the receiver for 
£700, and the question, now raised upon a summons in the fore- 
closure action, was whether at the date of the execution the receiver 
was the ‘‘ landlord ’’ of the premises within the Statute 8 Anne, c. 14, 
s. 1, so as to entitle him to be paid out of the £700 any and what 













| 








306 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Feb. 26, 1910. 











That 


lying or 


Act provides as 


respect of the 
being in or 


chattels 


arrears of rent in 
follows: ‘‘ No goods o1 


premises. 
whatsoever 


upon any messuage, lands, or tenements, which are or shall be leased 
for life or lives, term of years, at will, or otherwise, shall be leased 
to be taken by virtue of any execution on any pretence whatsoever, 


unless the party at whose suit the said execution is sued out shall, 
before the removal of such goods from off the said premises by virtue 


of such execution or extent, pay to the landlord of the said premises 
his bailiff all such sum or sums of money as are or shall be due 
for rent of the said premises at the time of the taking such goods 


provided the said arrears of 


or chattels by virtue of such execution, 
year’s rent.’’ Joyce, J., was 


rent do not amount to more than one 
of opinion that at the date of the order appointing the receiver 
Messrs. Barclay, Perkins & Co. were the landlords under the Statute 
of Anne. The effect of the order as between the parties was that the 


receiver became the landlord, and he was the landlord at the time 
of execution levied. He was therefore entitled to be paid the arrears 
of rent, not exceeding one year’s rent, which were due at the time 


rent, it was clear that 
rent reserved in 
additional sum 
appealed on the 


of the execution. As to the amount of the 
under the agreement of the 29th of May, 1902, the 
respect of the premises was £150 a year, with an 
of £1,250 in respect of other things. The receiver 
question of the amount of the rent. 

THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and 
Bucktey, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that in his opinion tl} 
J., was quite right on the point under appeal. Th 


FLETCHER Movutton and 
e judgme nt of Joyce, 
question turned on 


the true construction of the Statute of Anne as applied to the tenancy 
agreement of 1902—namely, what was the amount of rent reserved by 
the agreement within the meaning of the statute. It was true that it 


was not conclusive that in the agreement the sum of £1,250 was not 
described as rent, but it seemed to his lordship that throughout the 
document a distinction was drawn between the rent of £150 and this 
other sum, which was described as a yearly sum of £1,250 paid for the 
goodwill, fixtures, and fittings. No doubt one might find on the con 
struction of a document two sums reserved and issuing out of premises ; 
but when in a document a distinction was clearly drawn between rent 
and a yearly sum, his lordship was not disposed to say that the yearly 
sum was rent. The only rent reserved by the tenancy agreement was 
the sum of £150, and the landlord had no right to distrain for the 
additional sum, which was not rent. The appeal must be dismissed. 
Frercurr Movutton and Bucktey, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the 
same effect.—CounseL, Norton, K.C., and J'imins; Hughes, K.C., and 
Sebastian. Sottcirors, Nicholson, Paterson, & Freeland a can & 


Toulmin. 


Strr_tnG, Barrister-at-Law.] 


[Reported by J. I. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. WALTHAMSTOW URBAN DISTRICT 
COUNCIL. Joyce, J. 28th Jan.; Ist and 4th Feb. 
Pustic AvuTHority—Statute—ConstTRUCTION—STATUTORY PowsER—IN- 
FRINGEMENT OF Proviso—Pvusiic BatHus—Muvsic AND DANCING 
Lessor AND LESSEE PERMITTING *’’—L1Apimity or Lesson—INJUNC- 


TION—Batus AND WasHHouses Acts, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. CH. 14), 

Sec. 5, anp 1899 (62 & 63 Vicr. Cu. 29), Sec. 2. 

The defendants were authorised by the Bathe and Washhouses Act, 
1899, to let public haths for music and dancing, provided (a) that 
the defendants should obtain a licence from the county council 


iv authority, (b) that no money for admission should be taken at the 
(c) that the defendants should be respon ible for any breach of 
the conditions on which the il canes was granted which 
might occur ‘during the entertainment given on such premises by their 
permission. The defendants were licensed by the Essex County Council, 


doors, 
county coun 


and occasionally let the baths to musical and variety entertainers, who 
took money at first at pay hoxes inside the doors and subs eque ntly 
at pay-boxes erected outside the baths building. The defendants had, 


hy the terms of hiring, received a power to pi Se the entertainers 
y Ps were taken at the 

Held, without deciding whether money was being taken at the doors 
that the defendants could not be restrained from permitting to he 
taken money at the door ohibiti ng taking money 
at the doors was not one of the condition of the ounty councd 
licence, taken an act prohibited by 
statute in terms such as f 
the facts of the case. 

The defendant council let the Walthamstow 
to musical and variety entertainers under a licence or condition com 
prising, inter alia (14) ‘‘ No money must be taken at the (24) 
** Tf any hirer refuse or omit to comply with any of these conditions or 
regulations or with any instructions conveyed to him by the clerk 
of the council on behalf of the council, he and his servants may be 
excluded until he comply with the same.’’ The hirers took money 
from the public for admission to their ent at first at pay- 
boxes inside the building, and subsequently at moveable pay- 
council notified to the enter 
but did not take any other 
taken as in the manner described. 
1899, repealed the pre 


doore 


* hecause a condition 


nor was permitting money to be 
to enable the 


court grant an injunction upon 


Public Baths occasionally 


doors,”’ 


rtainments 
wooden, 


boxes placed outside the building. The 
tainers that condition 14 must be observed, 
steps to prevent the money being 
Section 2 of the Baths and Washhouses Act, 








vious statutory prohibition against using public baths for music or 
dancing, subject to a proviso that the statutory commissioners, in this 
case the defendant council, should obtain a licence from the county 
council of the county of their district; and (6) ‘‘ That no portion of 
the premises in respect of which the licence is granted be let other- 
wise than occasionally to any person or persons, corporate or other 
wise, and that no money for admission be taken at the doors.’’ (c) 
‘That such commissioners be responsible for any breach of the con 
ditions on which the licence is granted which may occur during any 
entertainment given on such premises by their permission.” The 
licence by the Essex County Council which the defendant council 
possessed did not contain any condition against taking money at the 
doors. Action for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
taking or permitting to be taken at the doors money for admission 
to the public baths on the occasions referred to. 

Joyce, J.—The defendants in this case are the owners of the public 
baths and washhouses at Walthamstow, and they are authorised by 
statute to let occasionally the baths for entertainments and so on. 
There is a provision in the Act of 1899 that no portion of the premises 
are to be let otherwise than occasionally to any person or persons for 
that purpose, and that no money for admission be taken at the doors. 
No reason for this provision as to not taking money at the doors is 
indicated in the Act, nor does it appear in whose interest (if in the 
interest of anybody) that provision was inserted. I am told that it 
was for the protection of persons formed into the Entertainments Pro- 


tection Association, of whom the relator is secretary. It is by no 
means clear to me why these persons should be protected at all, 
nor how, if at all, this provision of the Act protects them. No 


penalty is imposed by the Act itself, nor is any remedy provided for 
a breach of its provisions. The present application is for an in- 
junction to restrain the ‘defendants, the Urban District Council of 
Waithamstow, from taking or permitting to be taken at the doors 
money for admission to the public baths on such occasions as they are 
let for the purposes of music and dancing, and there is an allegation 
in the statement of claim that the defendants have taken, or permitted 
taken, money at the doors for admission to such entertainments. 
The defendants are not under any covenant or contract. When there 
is an express covenant not to permit a thing to be done, an injunction 
may probably, and in most cases, if not all, would, be granted against 
permitting it to be done, although when the defendants are not in 
actual possession it is not clear what constitutes the violation of 
the injunction, if granted. The defendants have let or granted 
licences for the use of the baths for music or some entertainment, 


to be 


and it was suggested that the lessees or licensees, whatever they may 
be, have, some time back, taken money at the doors. It is, I think 
I may say, alleged, though perhaps not very distinctly, that the lessees 


or licensees are now evading or seeking to evade the provisions of the 
statute by the erection of pay-boxes a short distance from the 
and taking money in those pay-boxes, not actually at the doors them 
selves. It is sought to compel the defendants somehow or other to 
prevent the lessee or licensee from doing what is done on the assump- 
tion that it is a contravention of the statute. Now, if an injunction 
be granted as asked, it would or might render the defendants liable 
to a sequestration, or it might possibly render the members of the 
council subject to attachment or committal for the conduct or mis 
conduct of the licensee, even though the defendants as a body disap 
proved or bond fide objected to what was being done. When we look 
at the statute there is nothing there as to the responsibility of the 
defendants, that is, the owners of the baths, for the 
licensees. Although it is provided that they are to be responsible for 
any breach of the conditions upon which the licence is granted by 
the county council, or whatever it may be, to use the place at all 
for music or dancing, there is no provision that they are to be 
responsible for the conduct of any lessee or licensee in reference to the 
provisions of this Act as to money for admission not being taken at 
the doors. It seems to me that I am asked to impose this responsi 


doors, 


lessees or 


bility, not only for what I have indicated, but also for that which 
the Act does not make them responsible. In other words, I think I 
am asked to add another clause to the Act. Now I do not doubt 


that the defendants might be restrained from causing a violation of 
this provision of the statute, if in fact they did cause or intended 
to cause it. I think also that they might be restrained from authoris- 
ing, if they did threaten or intend, or claimed the right, to authorise 
their lessees or licensees to take money at the doors. But in fact 
they have not authorised, or, at all events, it is not shown to me that 
they have authorised, the violation of the Act. On the documents 
they have not, and the most that it comes to is that they have not been 
so energetic as they might have been, or used their best endeavours to 
prevent the violation of the Act. Upon the whole, I think if any 
such order were made as asked, as I have said, I should be imposing 
upon the defendants the responsibility for the misconduct of their 
and I should be adding to the provisions of this 
The! Attorney-General 


lessees or licensees, 
Act something not provided or enacted by it. 


can sue the really guilty parties if he pleases, or I should say take 
proceedings. I will not say what the Ah sa of these proceedings would 
or might be, but he could take proceedings against the rn guilty 


parties, if he chose to do so. I do not see how I could possibly 
compel the defendants to commence an action or take proceedings 
against the lessees or licensees, nor do I think it would be reasonable, 

at all events I do not see my way, to compel the defendants to take 
the responsibility of excluding the lessees or licensees under a clause 
in the licence on the ground of what has been done with reference 
to the pay-boxes, thus compelling the defendants to take the risk of 
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——— 
the result of a decision as to whether or not taking money at the 
pay-boxes is an unlawful evasion of the eo ge of the Act of 
Parliament. The result is that this action fails, and must be dis- 
missed, without costs. —CounseL, for the plaintiff, Younger, K.C., and 
Walter dag? for the defendants, Hughes, K.C., and J. Mansfield. 
gouicrrors, Philip J. Rutland; Cartwright & Cunningham. 


[Reported by A. 8, Opp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
COOKSON v. CATTON. Warrington, J. 19th Feb. 


Costs—TAXATION—F es To CounseL—Mortion HEARD wiTH WITNESSES 
AND TREATED AS TRIAL—FRESH BRIEF. 


As between the parties to an action, a party is not entitled to deliver 
a fresh brief to counsel as on a fresh proceeding when a motion is 
ordered to be set down with witnesses, the hearing to be treated as 
the trial. When this course is taken the taxing-master may allow 
higher fees to counsel on the motion. 

Dyer v. London School Board (1903, W. N. 82) distinguished. 


This was an ap plication by the plaintiff in the action to review the 
taxing-master’s certificate. One of the defendants in the action had 
been ordered to pay the plaintiff’s costs of the action, and the question 
arose in the taxation of the plaintiff's costs. The question was whether, 
under the circumstances, the plaintiff was entitled to deliver to counsel 
a brief as on the trial of the action, or whether the plaintiff ought 
merely to have increased, as it was admitted he would have been 
entitled to do, the fee paid to counsel in the motion. The relief asked 
in the action included an injunction, and a motion for an injunction 
being made, a brief was delivered to counsel on the motion in the 
ordinary course. The motion came before Parker, J., on the 5th and 
12th of February, and it then appeared that there was a contest of 
fact between the parties not suite ible to be heard on motion, and it was 
ordered that the motion should be set down for hearing on the 18th of 
February as a motion with witnesses, the hearing to be treated as the 
trial of the action. The motion was accordingly heard and disposed of 
on the 24th of February, and resulted in a compromise, one of the 
terms of the compromise being that one of the defendants should pay 
the plaintiff's costs. The plaintiff delivered a fresh brief to counsel 
and paid counsel fresh fees, as if the hearing of the motion on the 
24th of February had been an independent proceeding. 


WarRINGTON, J., in his judgment, set- out these facts, and con- 
tinued : The question is whether this was the proper course to pursue. 
The order of the 24th of February is an order which purports to be 
made upon the motion, and that is of considerable importance. The 
principle on which briefs are delivered pnd fees are paid to counsel is 
that, as against one another, the parties are entitled to deliver a brief 
on each separate proceeding, but, until any separate proceeding has been 
disposed of, the brief on that proceeding is the only brief the parties are 
entitled to deliver, or counsel is entitled to ask for. Was this proceed- 
ing on the 24th of February the hearing of a separate proceeding in the 
action, or the disposal of the motion? It is plain that the motion was 
not disposed of on the 12th of February, and, in my opinion, the 
hearing on the 24th was the disposal of the motion, and the plaintiff 
was not entitled to deliver a fresh brief as on a fresh som but 
was entitled to pay, and counsel to demand, no more than such fees 
as the taxing master should think fit to allow on the motion as in 
fact heard and disposed of. I think, therefore, that the taxing master’s 
certificate was right. The plaintiff has cited and relied on a case in 


the Wex ‘kly Notes (Dyer v. London School Board) with regard to the | 


attendance of solicitors, but that case does not govern the present, 
because the principle on which solicitors’ fees are allowed is a different 
principle altogether. The point of substance has been taken that the 
question between the parties is much more important on the hearing of a 
motion with witnesses, the hearing to be treated as the trial of the 
action, than where the motion is merely to be treated as interlocutory, 
and not as finally deciding the rights of the parties. That objection is 
met by the observation that the taxing-master may allow higher fees 
than would be allowed on an ordinary motion; and he hos done so in 
this case. The application, therefore, fails, and must be dismissed with 
costs.—CounseL, for the applicant, J. Manning; for the defendant 
in the action, F. LZ. Wright. Soricrrors, Blair & W. 2B. Girling; 
Ling d& Co. 
{Reported by Percy T. CARDEN, Parrister-at-Law.] 


ELLIS v. KERR. Warrington, J. 15th Feb. 


Action oN COVENANT—OBJECTION IN LAW—ComMMoN COVENANTOR AND 
CoveENANTEE—LAW AND Equity—ForM AND SuBSTANCE—JOINT AND 
SEVERAL. 

A man cannot contract with himself. The objection to such a con 
tract is an objection of substance, not of form, and it makes no differ 
ence that he joins another with himself in the covenant either as 
covenantor or covenantee if the obligation or the right to enforce the 
obligation is joint. There is no obligation, not an obligation which 
could be enforced at law for defect of parties. Further, such a 
covenant does not, in itself, raise an obligation which will be enforced 
m equity. An action on one of the several obligations where the 
covenant is joint and seve ral raises a different question. 


Rose v. Poulton (2 Born. & Adol. 622) considered and distinguished. 


The plaintiff in this action sought a declaration that the defendants 


were jointly and severally liable to pay from time to time during the 
life of the defendant, William Walter Kerr, the premiums on a certain 
policy for £15,000. At the hearing a preliminary point of law was 
raised by Upjohn, K.C., on behalf of two of the defendants, which in 
the result disposed of the action. By an indenture of settlement, dated 
the 21st of June, 1898, and made between the defendant, W. W. Kerr, 
of the first part, Evelyn Mary Ellis, afterwards Evelyn Mary Kerr, 
of the second part, A. E. A. Ellis (since deceased) of the third part, 
the Honourable Lady Mina Frances Ellis of the fourth part, the 
defendants, T. D. Butler and C. J. Kerr, of the fifth part, and the 
said T. D. Butler and C. J. Kerr and W. H. Chetwyn (since deceased), 
who were thereinafter called ‘‘ the trustees,” of the sixth part, a 
certain policy of assur: _ the property of W. W. ‘Kerr, was assigned 
by him to T. D. Butler, J. Kerr, and W. H. Chetwyn, upon the 
ordinary marriage rae oad trusts in the deed contained, and by the 
same deed the covenant on which the plaintiff was now suing was 
entered into. This covenant was as follows: ‘“‘ And the said W. W. 
Kerr, T. D. Butler, and C. J. Kerr do and each of them doth hereby 
covenant with the trustees that the said W. W. Kerr will not by any 
act or omission of his cause or allow the policy hereby assigned or any 
policy substituted therefor to become void or voidable, and that they, 
the said trustees (that is the said T. D. Butler, C. J. Kerr, and W. H. 
Chetwyn), or some or one of them, their or some or one of their heirs, 
executors, or administrators, will, during the life of W. W. Kerr, from 
time to time duly pay all moneys payable for keeping on foot the said 
policy or any policy substituted therefor as aforesaid or for restoring 
the same respectively if and when void.’ Subsequently W. W. Kerr 
failed to pay the premiums, and the policy lapsed in the year 1899. 
The said W. H. Chetwyn retired from the trust, and the plaintiff was, 
on the 14th of December, 1906, appointed a trustee in his place, and 
the right to enforce the covenant in question was vested in T. D. Butler, 
C. J. Kerr, and the plaintiff as joint tenants. The present action was 
brought by the plaintiff, one of those joint tenants, against T. D. 
3utler, C. J. Kerr, and W. W. Kerr. 

WarRINGTON, J., after setting out the facts in his judgment, con- 
tinued : The argument on behalf of the two applicants, T. D. Butler 
and C. J. Kerr, is that inasmuch as they covenanted with themselves, 
there is no —— there is no debt, there never was any obligation, 
never was any debt, never was any right of action, never was any 
liability which could be enforced by any ‘form of proceedings, by them- 
selves against themselves. I have to decide whether this contention is 
well founded. It is admitted, on the part of the plaintiff, that at law, 
before the fusion of law and equity by the Judicature Acts, such an 
action could not have been maintained, but he says that the objection 
to such an action would have been a merely formal objection based on 
the fact that the same party could not be both plaintiff and defendant, 
and that the person prevented by this objection from suing at law 
might have sued in the same form of action in a court of e juity. Here 
I must say that I want to guard myself, and Mr. Upjohn has guarded 
himself, against being supposed to say that a decision in favour of 
the present applicants would entirely preclude the question whether in 
some form of action the defendants or some of them might not be 
liable to somebody. The only question I have to determine is: are 
they liable to the plaintiff in this action? In an action on the covenant, 
if an action founded on equitable considerations could be maintained 
it may be that a defence also founded on equitable considerations could 
be relied upon, which might not be available to an action merely on 
the covenant. Can this action be maintained in this court, which, of 
course, now applies principles of law and equity? The substance of 
the objection is that a man cannot make a contract with himself. I 
should have thought that this only requires to be stated to be self- 
obvious. It makes no difference that in that covenant he joins 
another with himself, either as covenantor or as covenantee, if the 
obligation or the right to enforce the obligation is joint. In the present 
case the right to enforce the obligation in question is joint. It is 
vested in the persons with whom it was made as joint tenants. This 
action is toh in supposed enforcement of that right against two 
of those persons. The main answer made to the objection is that it 
is not an objection of substance, but of form. The point is dealt with, 
I think, with the greatest possible clearness, and rose in the neatest 
possible way, in De Tustet v. Shaw (1 B. & Ald. 644). Stated in its 
simple case, the question there arose in this way: A claim was made 
against Benjamin Shaw, 8S. N. Barber, and E. Houston, the executors 
and executrix of J. H. Houston, and it was pleaded that by deed 
between J. H. Houston of the one part, Perring, Benjamin Shaw, 
S. N. Barber, and J. H. Houston of the other part, J. H. Houston 
covenanted with Perring, Benjamin Shaw, 8S. N. Barber, and himself 
to pay cert 1in sums of money which were due from himself to a part- 
nership firm of which Perring, Be njamin Shaw, S. N. Barber, and 
himself were the partners, and they pleaded the right to retain that 
debt. Now, to put it quite concisely, the debt in respect of which they 
pleaded -wexad right of retainer was a debt arising out of a covenant by 
their testator with three persons (that is, with himeelf and two other 
persons), oil the question was whether that obligation raised a debt 
or not. Now, this was not a matter of form; in that case it was 
entirely a matter of substance. The question was not whether 
the counterclaim was to be defeated because the persons liable had 
not been or could not be made defendants, but whether there was 
or was not an existing debt in respect of which the right 
of retainer could be exere ised. {His lordship then read a passage from 
the judgment of Lord Ellenborough (at p. 669), beginning, ‘ The 
question is,’’ and concluding, ‘‘ shew any debt at law,’’ and po All :] 
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That is to say, the debt owing to the three persons jointly could not be 
maintained in a court of law by two survivors against the executors of 
the third who had died, so that there was not only a defect in respect of 
parties, but there was no obligation on that deed in law. He goes onto 
say [here his lordship read from the words, ‘‘ But it was contended ”’ to 
the words ‘‘ partnership business,’’ and added :] in other words, there 
is no debt which can be enforced in equity on the covenant as such, but 
the transaction gives rise to a right 





vhich can be enforced in equity by 


the taking of the partnership account The result of that case is to 
decide that an obligation on the part of one man to pay himself and 
another is not an obligation in the eye of the law. Is there any ground 
for saying that such an obligation is one which in itself would be 
enforced in equity t% The judgment of Farwell, J.,in Boyce v. Edbrooke 
(1903, 1 Ch. 836) is of great importance, as throwing light on that 


question. There a tenant for life, in pursuance of his power under the 
Settled Land Acts, 
the lease contained a covenant by the 


granted a lease to himself and others as lessees, and 


the lessor and two 


lessees (7.e., by 


other persons) with the lessor to pay the rent and perform the obliga 
tions imposed by the lease. The question to be determined was 
whether the lease was a valid lease under the Settled Land Ac t, 1882. 
One of the objections to the lease was that the lessees had not 
covenanted with the lessor to pay the rent—that is that one of the 


conditions required by the Act had not been 
tion rested on the contention that the 
raised by the terms of the deed was, in fact, no ob 
though it was not disputed that there might have been in equity a 
corresponding obligation. [His lordship read from the words, ‘‘ The 
contention of the plaintiff’’ (at p. 842 of the judgment of Farwell, J.) 
to ‘‘ being plaintiff and defendant,’’ and proceeded :] The point of the 
judgment is that he considered that the co enant in that case was nota 
legal covenant ; and it was a legal covenant which the Act contemplated. 
Can it be that if the objection to that merely a matter of 


fulfilled—and that obje 
t oblivation by covenant 
ligation at all, 


appare a) 


ovenant w 


form, the learned judge would have held that such a defect as that 
would have prevented such a covenant being a covenant within the Act ? 
Clearly the view he took was that the covenant itself erected no 


obligation, that the lessor would have had to go outside the covenant and 
prove some equitable consideration. I think that both those of 
De Tastet v. Shaw and Boyce v. Edbrooke do establish that the objec- 
tion taken by the two applicants here is not one of form but of 
substance ; and if that is so, there never was such a chose in action as 
would be effected by a promise to pay the premiums, and therefore 


cases 


the 


nothing in which the beneficiaries could have had any equities. Some 
trouble was at one stave caused to mvself by the cas of Pose Vv. 
Poulton (2 Barn. & Adol., p. 822) cited by Terrell. The point which 


Mr. 
en man ith three 
sued on at law, yet 
ing from the fact that a man 
ulty could be got rid of the 


he tried to make was that, though the cor 
persons (of whom he was one) jointly anid not be 
the difficulty was merely one of form, ari 
cannot sue himself, and that if that diffi 


nt by one 


objection was removed; and the inference which he wished to be 
drawn from that was that the debt was mer ly su pended in enforce 
ment. In fact, ose v. Poulton does not touch that point at all. There 
three persons—Joseph Poulton, Charles Poulton, and J. Gurney 


entered into a certain covenant with W. Rose, his wife who was dead at 
the date of the action), White, and J. Gu ney. The cov was a 
joint and several covenant—that is, each of the co liable 


to be sued separately ; on the other hand, the covenantees were entitled 


enant 


enantors was 


also to enforce the covenant separately. The action was brought by 
W. Rose (his wife and Gurney being dead) and White against the 
executors of Joseph Poulton-——that is, the obligation which it was sought to 
enforce was the separate obligation of Joseph Poulton—and to that 
action an objection was taken that J. Gurney, one of the covenantors, 


was also a covenantee. If that objection could be relied on as an objec- 
tion to that action, it is obvious that the defendant must have gone so 
far as to say that not only no joint ition, but no separate 
obligation, was created, and that objection was pointed out as soon as 
the case was opened by I ind by Parke, B. (at p. 827). 


; Lord Tenterden 
W hen you look « irefully at what they say it is seen that Lord Tenterden 


oblig also 


is putting the answer from the point of view of the covenantee, and 
Parke, B., from that of the covenantor. The judgments go on the same 
lines as these points put arguendo. It is pointed out that it was the 
several liability which was being sued on, and therefore there would 


have been no objection to the action even if J. Gurney had been still 
alive, and still less was there any objection now that he was dead. But 
this does not touch the point I have to determine, inasmuch as whether 
J. Gurney were alive or dead his name would not appear as plaintiff 
and defendant. That is a complete answer to any argument founded on 
the authority of that case. The plaintiff, in the present case, went si 
far as to say that the objection raised here was so much a matter of 


form that equity would always have interposed to prevent its being a 
bar to relief. No authority has been cited in support of that proposi 
tion. It is true that equity will allow one of two joint covenantees to 
sue the covenantor, making the othe enantee a party to the action; 
but that seems to have arisen. as so many other equitable doctrines 
have arisen, out of the doctrine of trusts. Tf one refuses to join in an 
action which he is bound to join in for the sake of the other, the other 
may make him a party that he may be bound by the order. There is 
no such principle applicable here. [ therefore declare that the covenant 
sued on is void, and creates no canse of action.—CouNsEI Henry 


Terrell, K.C., and W. M. Cann, for the 

Sylvain Mayer, for the defendants. 

Hartcupp, Davis, & Cobbold. 
(Reported by Percy T. 


plaintiffs ; (/pjohn, K.C., and 
Sovicitors, Cutler d& Allingham; 


CARDEN 


Barrister-at-Law. } 


HOFFMAN v. THE COMPANY. 

12th Feb. 

ComPANY—DEBENTURE-HOLDER’S ACTION—PRIORITIES—Costs oF Actioy 
AND RECEIVER’s REMUNERATION—SUBSEQUENT CHARGE IN Priority 79 
DEBENTURES—RECEIVER’S LIABILITY—INDEMNITY—SUBROGATION, 


Re A. BOYNTON (LIM.). 
Warrington, J. 


The plaintiffs in a debenture-holder’s action, in regard to their coats 
and the receiver, in regard to his remuneration, held entitled to ee 
indemnified out of the proceeds of realisation in priority to a lender 
a stranger to the action, who had obtained a charge in priority to th 
debentures in consideration of his having advanced sums borrowed hy 
the receiver with the leave of the court, with a view to ultimate realisa 
tion, the receiver not having expressly or impliedly incurred any per- 
sonal liability in respect of the advances. 

Re Glasdir Coppe1 Mines (Limited (1906, 1 Ch. 365), considered and 
applied, 

The question in this case arose on the further consideration of a 
debenture-holder’s Money had, by leave of the court, been 
borrowed by the receiver on the security of a first charge on the com 
pany’s assets. The proceedings had not resulted in realising enough to 
pay in full the plaintiff’s costs of the action, the receiver’s rémunera 
tion, and the amount due to those who lent the money. The plaintiffs 
claimed that their costs and the receiver’s remuneration ought to be paid 
first, and the balance only of the fund paid to the lenders in part dis 
charge of their loan. The lenders said that the only charges which 
shou:d come before them were the costs of realisation and the remunera 
tion of the receiver for the short period during which he was, under 
an order of the court, to be treated as their receiver. The company 
was engaged in the business of an hotel-keeper, and occupied a leasehold 
house, Nos. 16 and 17, St. James’-place. The writ in the action was 
issued on the 3rd of April, 1908, and on the 14th of April, 1908, judg 
ment was pronounced, and Mr. L. H. Lemon was appointed receiver 
and manager. He carried on the business for rather than a 
year, and made some profits by trading. Ultimately, however, he 
became unable to pay the rent, the lessors by leave of the court dis 
trained and seized the stock, furniture, etc., and on the 5th of March, 
1909, leave was given to the receiver to give up possession. There is a 
fund in court of about £600, representing the net result of the colle 
tion of the company’s debts, and the carrying on of the business by the 
receiver. Meanwhile, on the 14th of April, 1908, application was made 
by the plaintiff that the receiver and manager might be at liberty to 
borrow £500, and that the same might be a first charge on the assets 


action. 


less 


covered by the debentures. Leave was given the same day. The 
receiver thereupon applied to Lloyd’s Bank for a loan. ‘The bank 
caused a valuation to be made of the furniture and other effects, which 


appeared to be of the value of over £3,000. They thereupon made 
the advance on the security of a charge, dated the Sth of May, 1908. 
The indenture of charge was made between the receiver of the one part, 
and Lloyd’s Bank of the other part, and recited the appointment of the 
receiver, the leave given to borrow £500, and to charge the same on 
the assets covered by the debentures, and the agreement by the bank to 
lend the amount; the operative part of the indenture provided that 
‘in pursuance of the said agreement, and in consideration of the sum of 
£500 paid by the bank to the receiver, the receiver as trustee hereby 
charges all the property and assets of the said A. Boynton (Limited) 
(except uncalled capital), comprised in the said debentures so issued by 
the said A. Boynton (Limited) as aforesaid, with the repayment on 
demand to the bank of the said sum of £500, together with interest 
thereon at the rate of £6 per cent. per annum, to the intent that the 
charge hereby created shall be a first charge upon the said property 
and assets, and in priority to all the debentures so issued by the said 
A. Boynton (Limited).’’ This indenture was executed by the receiver, 
but it contained no expression of personal obligation on the part of 
the receiver to repay the money. By an order, dated the 22nd of 
March, 1909, made upon the application of the bank to realise their 
security, it was ordered that the applicants should be at liberty to 
atten] the proceedings on the footing that as from the date of the 
order they should be in the same position as if they had brought 
action with the leave of the court to realise their security, and had 
obtained the appointment of the present receiver as their receiver. 
Under these circumstances the bank contended that they were creditors 
of the receiver in respect of a debt properly incurred by him ; that he 
is entitled to indemnity out of the assets before any costs other than 
those of realisation in the strict sense are paid; that under the prin- 
ciple of subrogation they are entitled to the benefit of his right of 
indemnity; and that he must pay his debts before he can take his 


an 


remuneration. 


Warrinaton, J., after setting out these facts and arguments, pro 








ceeded : The claim put forward by Lloyd’s Bank depends, in my judg 
ment, on the assumption that the receiver is personally liable to them 
for the £500, because, unless he is so liable, he has no right of in 
demnity, and there would be nothing to which the principle of sub 
rogation could apply. Is this assumption well founded? It is true 
that there is no express exclusion of the personal liability ; but this 
is not conclusive, if the right inference to draw from the transaction 18 
that he did not intend to pledge his personal credit, and the bank 
did not rely upon it. I think this is the right inference to draw. 

should not hesitate to draw that inference from the nature of the trans- 
action alone, and this view is supported by the judgment of Cozens- 
Hardy, L.J., in Re Glasdir Copper Mines (Limited) {at p. 384). The 
Lord Justice said : ‘‘ Apart from authority, I think there is great force 
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in the argument that when the court has taken the administration of an 
undertaking into its own hands by means of an officer appointed to 
manage the undertaking, and finds it proper to procure money in order 
that the undertaking may be preserved, or carried on to greater advan- 
tage, with a view to ultimate realisation, it can make no difference 


whether the person who finds the money is an outsider or is a party | 
** No personal | 


And then comes the important part : 


to the action.” 
The lender gets only 


liability to repay is contemplated in either case. 
a charge on the undertaking ; 
of such a charge, stop the business. My impression is that his only 
right is to have repayment out of the proceeds of the undertaking as 
and when realised. And it might well be held that any person advanc 
ing money under these circumstances could not deprive the officer of 
the court of his proper demand for work done and services rendered 
in the course of the carrying on and winding-up of the business.”’ 
There is a certain qualification of that which I will refer to later. The 
Lord Justice’s remarks as to personal liability are general in terms, and 
were, I think, intended to be so. In the present case the recitals in 
the charge and the terms of the charge itself indicate that the bank 
were content to look to their security and to that alone. The claim of 
the bank, therefore, to be treated as creditors of the receiver, and 
entitled to the benefit of his right of indemnity, fails. What, then, is 
their position? They come in and take a charge upon the assets of a 
business which is in course of realisation by the court, and, in my 
opinion, they can take in satisfaction of their charge no more than 
that which is actually realised. The plaintiff has incurred his costs of 
the action, and the receiver has given his services, in the endeavour 
to realise as large a fund as possible for the benefit of the several 
persons having charges on it, and I think they are both entitled to be 
indemnified before the fund is applied in payment of these charges. 
The principle of Re New Zealand Midland Railway Co. (1901, 2 Ch. 
357), in my opinion, applies, as does the latter part of the passage of 
the judgment of Cozens-Hardy, L.J., cited above. I think, therefore, 
that the plaintiff’s costs of action as between solicitor and client, and the 
remuneration of the receiver, must first be paid, and the balance of the 
fund will be paid to the bank in part discharge of their debt. The 
decision I have arrived at is in accordance with the views expressed 
by Stirling and Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ., in Pe Glasdir Copper Mines 
(Limited). [His lordship then read a portion of the judgment of 
Stirling, L.J. (at pp. 383, 384), and continued :] It is true that the 
judgment of Cozens-Hardy, L.J., contained the following passage :— 
“ But, having regard to the observations of Lord Halsbury in Strapp 
v. Bull (1895, 2 Ch. 1), which were concurred in by his colleagues, I 
do not feel at liberty to say that there is not a difference between the 
position of a stranger ahd that of the plaintiff.”’ The observations of 
Lord Halsbury there referred to were as follows : [His lordship cited 
the passage from the words “ It is, in my opinion, hopeless to con 
tend,”’ to the words ‘‘ which they claim out of the funds,’’ and the 
judgment of Lindley, L.J., from the words, ‘‘ It seems to me im 
possible,’ to the words, ‘‘I think that is not their true position,’’ and 
added :] I think by those remarks the two learned judges were doing 
no more than guarding themselves against being supposed to have 
decided more than the facts there warranted. However that may be, 
on the facts of this case I hold that the bank have the rights I have 
above expressed, and no more.—Counsen, A. C. Clauson, for the 
plaintiff; Whinney, for Lloyd’s Bank; the company did not appear. 
Soticrrors, Spyer d Sons; Hardley Holt, Lightly, & Co. 
(Reported by Percy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re THE QUEEN’S SCHOOL, CHESTER. Eve, J. 15th Feb. 


EpvucaTION—REGULATIONS OF RoARD OF 
ScHEME—Oy-PRES. 


Cuartry—Scuoot—RE icious 
EDUCATION 

A school was founded in 1878, in which denominational religious in- 
Without a Government grant the school 
could only be carried on at aloss. In 1907 the Board of Education issued 
a regulation providing that no catechism distinctive of any particular 
religious denomination should be taught. 

Held, that the court could sanction a scheme modifying the existing 
scheme so as to enable the school to receive a Government grant by com- 
plying with the regulations of the Board of Education. 

This was a petition asking that it might be referred to chambers to 
prepare a new scheme for the administration and management of the 
school, modifying the existing scheme in such manner as might be neces 
sary to enable the school to comply with the regulations of the Board of 
Education. The school is a school providing secondary education for 
girls. Under the existing scheme the school is managed by a governing 
body consisting of sixteen persons, of whom the Bishop of Chester is 
one, and provides, by clause 34, that the head mistress of the school 
shall be a member of the Church of England, and, by clause 54, that, 
subject to the provisions of the scheme, religious instruction in accord- 
ance with the doctrines of the Church of England shall be given in the 
school. The expenses of the school have of late years exceeded the 
income, and there is, therefore, a deficit without a Government grant, 
and, in the opinion of the governors, it was not possible to reduce the 
current expenses of the school without seriously impairing its educa 
tional efficiency. In 1906 the governors applied to the Board of Educa 
tion that the school might be placed on the list of secondary schools, 
and from that vear till 1907 the school received a grant of £219. In 
1907 new regulations for secondary schools were issued. The new 
regulations required that ‘‘ no catechism or formulary distinctive of any 


struction was to be given. 


particular religious denomination may be taught in the school except as 


and I doubt whether he can, by virtue | 





‘onan 


provided by this article,’’ and that unless prohibited by the trust deed, 
a governing body might provide denominational religious instruction 
upon the request of the parent. The Board of Education have made 
grants to the school waiving the conditions of their regulations. Such 
waiver has been made by way of indulgence, and is not to be expected in 
the future. The school, therefore, will only become eligible for the 
Government grants if the existing scheme is modified by eliminating 
the words requiring the head mistress to be a member of the Church of 
England, and by substituting in the latter part of clause 54 the words 
that no catechism or formulary distinctive of any particular religious 
denomination may be taught in the school except in cases where the 
parent requests it. The governors applied to the Board of Education to 
amend the existing scheme, but the Board declined to exercise the 
jurisdiction. The governors thereupon made this application to the 
court, 

Evr, J.—This is a petition by the governors of the Queen’s School, 
Chester, praying that the approval of the court may be given to certain 
modifications of the scheme under which the school is now being man 
aged. The school was originally founded in the year 1878, the primary 
object being to establish a school for girls of the middle classes, in which 
should be given a religious, liberal and useful education. The school 
prospered from the first, except that the school was carried on at a loss, 
the income not being sufficient to meet the expenses necessarily incurred 
in carrying on a school for secondary education. I am satisfied on the 
evidence that the school was managed with the greatest possible care, 
but though that was done, and every effort was made to make both ends 
meet, a state of things has arisen in which the expenditure exceeds 
the income. Under those circumstances the governors have to face the 
difficulty that they cannot continue to carry on the school at a loss. It is 
said that it is not possible to raise the fees, and therefore the ultimate 
shutting up of the school is within sight. The deficit has hitherto been 
met by a grant from the Education Department, who, for that purpose, 
have waived their regulations in favour of a deserving object, but it 
has very properly intimated that the present state of things cannot 
continue, and that the school cannot continue to receive the Government 
grant unless it is brought into accord with the requirements of the 
Board of Education. The governors of the school have unanimously 
come to the conclusion that between the two alternatives of shutting 
up the school and modifying the scheme the latter course is to be pre- 
ferred, and they now ask the court to sanction the alterations. Having 
regard to the fact that the primary object of the charity cannot be 
carried out under the existing scheme, I think I ought to accede to the 
application, and to sanction the modifications of the existing scheme, so 
as to enable the school to comply with the regulations of the Board of 

CounseL, P.O. Lawrence, K.C., and Fischer Williams; 
Robson, A.G., and Sargant. Souicrrors, Pritchard. Engle 
Mason & Moore Dutton, Chester; The Treasury 


Education. 
Sir W. S. 
field, d Co., for 
Solicitor. 
[Reported by 8. E. Wit1ams, Barrister-at-Law.) 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
M. v. M. AND A. Bigham, P. 2lIst Feb. 


CLAIM FOR DAMAGES AGAINST Co-RESPONDENT 


Divorce—Hvussann’s Suit 
85), s. 33—Deatu 


Marrimonian Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 
oF RespoNDENT—Svuit TO PROCEED. 

Where in a divorce suit there was a claim for damages against the 
co-respondent, the court held that the claim was not abated on account 
of the death of the respondent to the suit. 

Summons in chambers. In a suit for a divorce a husband, M., sought 
a dissolution of his marriage, alleging that the respondent had com 
mitted adultery with the co-respondent, A., from whom damages were 
claimed. The petition was filed on the 23rd of November, 1909, and on 
the same day the respondent and co-respondent were duly served with the 
petition and citations. On the 30th of November the respondent com 
mitted suicide. The petitioner, having complied with the necessary 
formalities, applied on the 7th of February, 1910, to the registrar foe 
a certificate to set down the suit for hearing. This was refused on 
the ground that the suit had abated on the death of the respondent. 
The petitioner therefore appealed to the judge in chambers. Counsel 
for the petitioner contended that, the petition being in order, the co- 
respondent’s liability was unaffected by the respondent’s death. He 
referred to a dictum of the late Lord Hannen in the case of Ramsden 
v. Ramsden and Luck (2 T. L. Rep. 867). For the co-respondent it 
was submitted that the application was novel. Since 1857 there had 
only been about four petitions for damages alone, which were governed 
by section 33 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857. The present suit 
had abated on the death of the respondent, for the husband, not being 
in a position to apply for a dissolution of his marriage, could not ask 
for damages only. 

3rGHAM, P., said that, assuming the petitioner had suffered damage, 
his claim was against the co-respondent. That claim had not abated, 
though it was true the claim for divorce by the petitioner against his 
wife had. The suit would therefore proceed, but as the point was a 
new one the co-respondent could have leave to appeal if he was so 


advised.—CounseL, Wippell; Le Bas. Soricrrors, G. Hamilton; J, 


[Reported by Diecsy Cores-Prespr, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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a 

. . the Matriculation Examination of the Joint Board of the four Norther 

Societies. Universities, or any other examination which would qualify him to take 

a legal degre e; and he can perhaps ill spare the time for yeepesins 

The Law Society for such an examination before starting on his law course. Rewnar 

a v= * the headmaster of King Edward VII.’s Grammar School at Sheffield 

has been good enough to say he would encourage students at his x hoo] 

who were likely to enter the legal profession to pass the Matriculation 

Wednesday evening in the library and common room of th: society's | Examination at the University during their attendance at the school 

hall, which had been placed at their disposal for that purpose by the The headmasters of secondary schools throughout the county and spr. 

council. Soon after 8.30 p.m. the rooms were filled by a large and | | rounding’ districts have been circularised to the same effect by the 

representative gathering, among the senior sae present being the | Yorkshire Board. The committee trust that members will do all jp 

president of the Law Society (Mr. W. H. Winterbotham), Mr. Ellett, | their power to see that the courses are well supported, and when taking 

Mr. Samuel Garrett (members of council), Mr. E. F. Turner (whose | articled clerks, arrange that they should attend, if not the de, gree 
clever recitations were greatly appreciated by t) Major- | course, at any rate the ‘ordinary courses at the U chi 


audience), 
General Byng, Dr. Blake Odgers, K.C 











The principal and members of the teaching staff of the Law Society 
ce . " . = | 
were ‘“‘at home”’ to the past and present students of the society on | 





Mr. T. Willes Chitty, Mr. E. J. | The Auctioneers’ Scale. a the re quest of the local au ctioneers the 
Elgood, Mr. 8. H. Leonard, and Mr. Fossett Lock. The vice-president | committee, after protracted and thorough consideration of the subject 
(Mr. H. J. Johnson) was prevented from attending at the last moment | and with the assistance of a special sub-committee, have again revised 
by illness. | the auctioneers’ scale so as to bring it more into line with the remunera 
The more formal portion of the evening’s entertainment consisted | tion paid to auctioneers in other towns. The new scale has the approval 
of a varied programme of music and recitations; the excellent violin of the auctioneers. It will be observed that while, on the whole, there 
playing of Mr. Victor Fletcher and the delightful Irish songs of Mr. is a general increase in the fees, yet certain reductions are made with 
ii O’Reilly being, with Mr. Turner’s recitations, singled out for | respect to ground-rents, and there is also a slight decrease in the fees 
special approval. An interesting feature in connection with the render- | on unsold lots. 
ing of the popular favourite, ‘‘ Father O’Flynn,’’ was the presence in The Associated Provincial Law Societies—Mr. C. H. Morton, of 
the accompanist’s chair of Mr. Perceval Graves, jun., the son of the | Liverpool, who has acted as assistant hon. secretary since 1892, has been 
composer of the words. appointed to succeed Mr. Thomas Marshall as hon. secretary and hon. 
Towards the —_ of the proceedin gs, Mr. A. M. Latter, one of the | treasurer of the association, and Mr. Arthur Barlow, of Wobtinaieis 
society’s readers, briefly e aor ssed the » pleasure it gave to his colleagues | has been appointed assistant hon. secretary. Besides the annual general 





and himself to meet their students this informal and sociable way, | meeting, held in April, the association has held four special general 
and, after tendering the hearty thanks of the company present to the | meetings during the year. Representatives from your society attended 
performers for their valuable services, thanked the senior guests who | all the meetings except one. The principal subjects of discussion 
had shown their interest in the society’s teaching work by their were :—Land Transfer, the relations between the High Court and the 
presence, and the council for the use of the rooms. The president of County Courts, the publication of particulars of Wills on Grants of 
the Law Society, in acknowledgment, said a few words of welcome | Probate, the Finance Bill, 1909, Advertising by the Public Trustee, the 
and encouragement to the students, urging them, as a duty owed both | Judicature (Rule Committee) Act, 1909, the Circuit System, and the 


profession, to take advantage of the educa- | Royal Commission on Divorce and Matrimonial Causes. 

tional opportunities now open to the The association has completed its task of collating and prese nting the 
Before the singing of the Nation = Anthem, M Atherton Powys, | — e of the country solicitors before the Land Transfer Commission. 

on behalf of the present, and Mr. Stanley Krauss, on behalf ‘of = presentation of silver plate of the value of £130 was made to Mr. 


to themselves and to the 


as > P the « tety . thei 7 4 : 4 q ° 
past, students of the society, expressed their appreciation of the new Thomas Marshall, the late secretary, in recognition of thirty-six vears’ 
spirit of comradeship and enthu: lasm h was g owing up through | service as hon. sec retary and hon. treasurer. The amount was raised 
the existence of the society’s teaching system, and of the opp ortunities | by special subscription, to which your society contributed. Since the 


for renewing and forming friendships afforded by occasions like the | x Me was written the committee has learned with regret of the death 
present. es . : — of Mr. Thomas Marshall on the 7th of February. 

The principal having briefly responded on behalf of the teaching The Yorkshire Union of Law Societies.—The union has held three 

staff, the proceedings closed shortly after 11 p.m. meetings at Leeds during the year, all of which were attended by repre 

sentatives from your society. The principal subjects of discussion 

were :—The reduced scale of fees to presiding officers at elections, 

iffie try _ " a eo recently issued by the West Riding County Council, the County Con 

Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society. ditions of Sale, and the Yorkshire Registrars’ Bill. With regard to 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee for | the fees to presiding officers, a deputation from the union, on which 


1909 :— | your society was represented, waited upon the Finance Committee of the 

Members.—The number of members is now 179. The following | West Riding County Council to protest against the reductions. As a 

gentlemen have been elected members since the date of the last annual | result of the conference the fees Slee increased to two guineas, but it Is 

meeting :—Messrs. F. B. Dingle, R. Meeke, R. F. Payne, W. J. Clark | to be regretted that the Finance Committee could not see their way 

(Parkgate), J. W. Fenoughty (Re ‘therham), and Fred A. Jordan (Don ; » recommend the restoration of the old fee of three guineas, which was 
: | by no means high for the work and responsibility involved. 





caster). Mr. Joseph Bingham (an original member of the society) has : . A , , 
et al Mr ‘ J Hopk eng h: * also céa Sym “o 1 me be ol _ | The County Courts Bill.—Before the abandonment of this Bill, an 
, mrs fsa natn < a vss euadgathyee acy 2: “yoke . ¢ G < a id olicitor 
Legal Education.—Vhe first session under the new Law Faculty of the | @™0ne tment was put down by Lord Gorell, proposing — mag 8" 

| right of — nee in cases under the extended jurisdiction ; and there- 


University of Sheffield terminated with the satisfactory number of 

seven degree students (of whom one was studyin ; te the Intermediate | UP the Council of the Law Society at once summoned a conference of 

LL.B. of London) ae ide ri tr Lastie See aa ordinary classes solicitors ~ decide what attitude should be adopted towards the 

o Ee 4 1), sides es dents attending 1€ é asses. e A . 

The Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies celebrated the inauguration of proposal. Before the meeting could be held, however, it was announced 
“ . : 5S ‘ ps er eee oe - sais; - P >: ; > NPEnceada m 

the Faculty by holding its annual meeting for the first time in Sheffield that the Bill would not he I a ae fe " 

in July last. The then Lord Mayor of Sheffield (Ald. Stephenson), who] . The Ovths Act (9 Ed. 7, ©. 59).-Members w >: ae page 

is also the treasurer of the University, attended, and gave a welcome to | ®!0ners will ey mig ¥" ieee to ~_— mew be. yeaa ‘l eg 
) f oo y> ; ; 5S : . ‘ 1 appoil ’ » Ac 28S 2 ts, or 18 physically 1n 

é ° § ir fred Hopkinson. K.¢ the co-( nce : manner appointed by the ct, unless he objec ‘ j t 
the board; and Dr. Alfred Hoy oe (the Vice-Chancellor of | capable of so taking the oath. The Act was no doubt intended to do 


Manchester University), delivered a very interesting address He : a O 
partic ularly urged that, in « . tion 1 ‘th = ati n. the im. | away with the practice of “ kissing the Book,’’ but the new method 
c a pe nat, 1 nnectio vit | educatio , Y . 4 . sa . : 4 i 
portance of a good preliminary general education should not be lost sight seems to be cumbersome in practice. The following is a form of oath 
an ag reli ‘ gene ication should not be lost sight ms rso eC § 18 
of, and expressed the hope that gradually the Law Societ uld raise which many commissioners are now administering : I swear by Al 
9 4 55 > Hope it gradually tne aw So y Wo aise er we . . . . ‘ er. | 
4 Sealing’ xan a | mighty God that the contents of this my affidavit are true. The Law 
the standard of the Preliminary Examination for solicitors. He ons ee lv. *T swear by 
hasised also the desirabilit ; und knowled € jurisprude | Society, however, recommend a longer form—namely, swear bi 
emphasised aiso le desirability of a sound Knowledge of jurisprudence, | ; . = lige 1 hs i oh ene the 
| _ tepeee but of | Almi chty God that this is my name and handwriting, anc ‘ 
classes, b of i 


i > gre: por ice Oo yniv ¢ ectures an | a 
acai >. "the society's ase ig noe se -. to the students | contents of this my affidavit are true. In either case, apparently, the 
were won by Mr. Cyril Styring among the degree students, Mr. H. O. O. | words have to be repeated _by the deponent, and it is not —— - 
Pepper among the seniors,.and Mr. A. S. Furniss among the juniors. the commissioner to say, ‘You do swe: re sn : _ for ay ing a 
Mr. Furniss also obtained one of the studentships of the Law Society, | 6° @™8Wwer, I do. Whether the oath s _ con - e Ne y A poke 
of the value of £50 per annum, for three years, tenable at the University ‘* So help me God,”’ appears to be questionable, and perh - 9 _ 
of Sheffield. The committee hope that in future more students from this is a decision on the point it would be advisable for the words to be ust 
district will compete for these stud ntships. Dr. Henry Bond, Lecturer ‘he Act does not appear to affect affirmations. ‘ 
of Law in Trinity College, Cambridge, has been appointed External Land Transfer.—The Royal Commission appointed at the instance - 
Examiner in Law. For the session which commenced in October last | the London County Council in July, 1908, continued its sittings during 
there are twenty-six students in all at the Legal Department at the the last year. A great volume of evidence was given, through the w 
University of Sheffield, of whom ten are attending the degree course, | strumentality of the Associated Provincial Law Societies and also of the 
seven the advanced course, five the junior course, and the remainder | Law Society, in answer to the offici: il evidence given during the preceding 
| When the evidence offered was concluded, the commissioners 


are taking the commercial cours The committe msider that the | year. 

way in which the law degree course has been taken advantage of shews | sent round a circular to most of the larger local authorities in Englanc 

that the step of forming a local faculty of law, granting degrees, was a | stating that throughout the inquiry very little evidence’ had been 
j placed before them with reference to the desirability of an extension of 


wise one. One thing militates against there being a greater number of a 
: } > 0 
degree students ; not infrequently the would-be student has not passed | the system of registration of title to land, either by private pers 
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interested in land, or wf representative public bodies, and inviting 
such bodies, or individuals, to tender evidence. It is understood that 
little or no advantage of this invitation was taken. The minute of 
the resolution which was passed by the Parliamentary Committee of the 
Corporation of Sheffield on the 6th of August, 1909, and forwarded to 
the commissioners, was as follows :—‘‘ A letter from the secretary of 
the Royal Commission on the Land Transfer Acts, stating that the 
commission before closing its inquiry wish to ascertain whether there 
is any desire for the extension of the system of land registration, and 
asking for the views of representative bodies thereon, was considered. 
Resolved—That this committee approves of any proposal which will 
facilitate and cheapen the transfer of land, but has not sufficient in- 
formation before it to offer an opinion as to whether the Land Transfer 
Acts have accomplished this end, and is, therefore, unable to say if 
any extension of the system is desiré able.”’ 

The Public Trustee.—The attention of your committee was called 
to a long advertising letter from the Public Trustee to the Bishop 
of Wakefield, which appeared in the ‘‘ Diocesan Gazette.’’ But, on 
your committee referring the matter to the Council of the Law Society, 
they were informed that such Council were of opinion that, the question 
of good taste apart, it was open to the Public Trustee to issue the 
advertisement, and that as solicitors are not professional trustees, and, 
therefore, not in competition with the Public Trustee, no action by 
the profession ought to be or could usefully be taken. In connection 
with this subject, attention is called to the case of Re Hope John- 
stone's Settlement Trusts (53 Sottcrrors’ JouRNAL, 521; 25 T. L. R. 
369), decided during the year, where the court was of opinion that 
although trustees who are desirous of retiring can appoint the Public 
Trustee, they ought not to do so unless there is no other way out of the 
difficulty that may have arisen. 


Birmingham Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee for the 
year ended the 31st of December, 1909 :— 

Officers and Committee.—On the retirement of Mr. Evershed, after 
acting as honorary secretary and treasurer for six years, he was pre- 
sented, at a dinner given by the president, to which ‘the committee and 
the past and present officers of the society were invited, with an 
illuminated copy of a resolution passed by the committee thanking him 
for his services. Your committee have great pleasure in recor ding that 
on the occasion of the visit of the King and Queen for the purpose of 
opening the new buildings of the Birmingham University the honorary 
degree of Doctor of Laws was conferred on Mr. G. J. Johnson. 

Members.—The number of members, as compared with last year, 
sew sa decrease of two. Fourteen new members have been elected, nine 
have resigned, four have ceased to be members by reason of non-pay- 
ment of subscriptions, and three have died. The number on the 
register on the 3lst of December, 1909, was 360. Twenty-three 
barristers have during the year subscribed for the privilege of using 
the library. 

Birmingham Board of Legal Studies.—The board has during 92 year 
continued to conduct the + som for law students and issued 1 report 
at the close of their financial year, on the 3lst of August. Cont com- 
mittee have again made a grant of £50 to the board out of revenue 
of the society for the year under review, and have continued the offer 
of prizes in each of the classes on examinations held in December. The 
following is the result of such examinations: The senior class prize 
has been awarded to Mr. G. A. Baker, the junior class prize to Mr. 
A. E. Thomas, and the book-keeping prize to Mr. H. J. Goodwin. All 
the society’s medals and prizes will be presented at the annual meeting. 

Land Transfer Acts.—Since the last report of the committee the 
Royal Commission on Land Transfer has concluded its sittings, and is 
now considering its report. The Associated Provincial Law Societies 
and the Yorkshire Union of Law Societies worked in conjunction in 
preparing and tendering evidence to the commissioners. A great many 
witnesses from other centres and Messrs. J. Rogers, Thomas Grimley, 
H. C. Porter, and H. Parish, from Birmingham, gave evidence. Mr. 
F. S. Pearson, secretary to the Land Freatioe Committee of the Asso- 
ciated Provincial Law Societies, also gave general evidence on behalf 
of the Provincial Law Societies, principally as to the cost of con 
veyancing under the present system, length of title, preparation of 
abstracts and investigation of title. It is to be regretted that, with 
the exception of Mr. Pennington, the commissioners did not appear 
conversant with practical conveyancing. The unanimous tendency of 
the evidence given has been to shew that the present system is cheap, 
convenient, and secure—thoroughly understood both by clients and 
those with whom they have to deal, viz., bank managers, auctioneers, 
land agents, and accountants. There has been no demand for the 
institution of a registry of deeds as a protection against fraud ; in fact, 
solicitors of the longest and widest experience have stated that in the 
whole of their practice they have never come across a forged deed. 
In the question of costs, statistics clearly prove that the ‘difference 
between one per cent., which is almost ‘universally recognised as a 
working scale in conveyancing matters, and the land registry scale, is 
too small to influence a purchaser. As regards convenience, it has 
been pointed out from all over the country that transactions are fre- 
quently carried out in the course of a day or two days, and that in the 
vast majority of cases the period between contract and completion is 
determined by the convenience of the client. It was impossible on 
behalf of the country solicitors to criticise in detail the Land Transfer 
Acts and their rules, but from the large number of instances which 








have been put forward by provincial solicitors it appears that in trans- 
actions with the registry there has been greater delay, greater cost, 
and less convenience, and, in view of these facts, the Associated Pro- 
vincial Law Societies unanimously objected to any —— of the 
system. After the close of the — for the ‘Provincial Law 
Societies, the commissioners invited a large her of the principal 
county, city, borough, and other Bnd to tender evidence, but in 
every case except one the invitation to give evidence was declined. 
In this case the opinion was adverse. The chairman of the commission, 
in consequence, is understood to have expressed the opinion that there 
is no public desire for any extension of the system of compulsory 
registration of title to land. Your committee would again acknowledge 
their indebtedness to the members for the exhaustive information and 
statistics so readily afforded as to the cost and celerity of conveyancing 
transactions in Birmingham and the neighbourhood, and to Mr. Stanley, 
their librarian, for the invaluable assistance he rendered in indexing 
and collating the statistics received. Your committee are also glad w 
record the loyalty and unanimity with which the provincial solicitors 
throughout the country, both individually and through their respective 
societies, worked together to ensure that the delay, expense, and 
publicity, with consequent detriment to our clients, which would in- 
evitably follow the general adoption of a compulsory system of regis- 
tration of title to land, should be fully and accurately brought to the 
knowledge of the commission. The thanks, not only of the members 
of this society, but of the whole legal profession, are due to Mr. 
Pearson for the untiring energy and skill with which he has carried 
out his duties as secretary to the Land Transfer Committee of the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies. 

High Court and County Court.—The commission appointed to con- 
sider the relations now existing between the High Court and the 
county courts issued its report in May. This report was considered 
by your committee, and the following resolution was passed and a copy 
forwarded to the Lord Chancellor: (1) That the committee object to 
the right of audience in the county courts (other than matrimonial 
cases) over a certain amount being restricted to the bar. (2) That the 
committee feel that the changes recommended in county court pro- 
cedure should be carried out, whether the proposals as to the High 
Court are carried out or not. (3) That in cases of liquidated demands 
under £5 the registrar be given jurisdiction subject to the right of 
either party to have the case tried by the judge. (4) Except as above, 
the committee approve the proposals contained in the report. A Bill 
was introduced into the House of Lords last session by the Lord 
Chancellor to give effect to the views expressed in the report, but was 
subsequently withdrawn. 

High Court of Justice—King’s Bench Division.—The question of the 
appointment of additional pom dal to the King’s Bench Division, long 
urged by the profession, has engaged the attention of your committee. 
A joint select committee of both Houses of Parliament was appointed 
to enquire into the subject, and your committee were invited to submit 
a written statement of their views, which they did by a me morandum, 
a copy of which will be found in Appendix C. [This appendix is as 
follows : 

In the opinion of the committee of the Birmingham Law Society a 
is urgently necessary that two further judges should be appointed ir 
the King’s Bench Division. In the first place, for various reasons + 
large number of cases from this district. are set down for trial in 
London, and much hardship is occasioned by the long delay which at 
present takes place between setting down and trial owing to the increas- 
ing list of arrears. In the second place, the committee is of opinion 
that in the past Birminghay has suffered owing to inadequate time 
being allowed for the Birmingham Assizes ; this has on many occasions 
led to a sense of pressure in trying to get through the work which is 
most undesirable. Sometimes, indeed, the work ee not been properiy 
finished. The last assizes opened late. The judges courteously decided 
to finish the work, and sat on into the Long Vacation to do so, but 
this meant much inconvenience to jurymen, witnesses and others, who 
were detained in the August Bank Holiday week. Having regard to 
the importance of the Birmingham centre, ample time should be allowed 
for the careful hearing of the cases set down. If further time is 
allowed othe further judges being appointed, the arrears in London 
must still further increase. The committee is of opinion that much 
time would be saved by a rearrangement of the circuit system, under 
which the work would be concentrated at the large centres, and some 
of the smaller assizes abolished. They also venture very respectfully 
to submit that it would tend to efficiency and saving of time in tho 
conduct of business if an age limit were fixed for judges, as in the 
case of the Civil Service.] 


General Council of the Bar. 


Mr. W. English Harrison, K.C., has been re-appointed chairman and 
Mr. E. L. Levett, K.C., vice-chairman of the council for the ensuing 
year. The following gentlemen have been appointed additional 
members of the council : Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., Mr. W. T. Barnard, 
K.C., Mr. G. J. Talbot, K.C., Mr. J. R. Atkin, K.C., Mr. P. 8. 
Gregory, Mr. R. V. Bankes. 


Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association. 


At a recent general meeting of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ 
Association, Mr. Francis Kalb (Messrs. Wontner & Sons) was elected 
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president, after being biciaiaiiee seine secretary of the association 
for the past three years; Mr. W. Bromley (Messrs. Crowders, Vizard, 
Oldham, & Co.) was elected honorary secretary; and the following | 


Legal Mews. 
officers were re-elected : Mr. G. B. Elphick (Messrs. Mackrell, Maton. 


i General. 
& Co.), honorary treasurer, Mr. John Verrall (Messrs. Hutchinson & -_ : ra ‘ lao 
Cuff) honorary secretary of lectures, Mr. T. J. Worley (Messrs. . The first sitting of the Royal Commission on Divorce was held on 
Minchin, Garrett, & Co.) was elected honorary librarian, and Mr. Friday. 
Alfred C. Crane (Messrs. Paines, Blyth, & Huxtable) was elected| It is stated to be unlikely that the Lord Chief Justice will resume his 
vice-president of the association. | judicial duties during the present sittings. He is stated to have burst 
eta ainianlaanictapailntatarta oa | a blood-vessel situate between the eyes. 


| 


| . ~ . - . . . 
It is stated that after an interval of six months, during which tim 


Law Students’ Journal. the foundations have been allowed to settle, the building of the 


: extension of the Royal Courts of Justice on what was formerly the 
The Law Society. west-side garden has been resumed. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. The Royal Commission on the Selection of Justices of the Peace has 


The f. , ; ; : : decided to sit on Tuesdays and Wednesdays of each week. On Tuesday 

1e following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) | jast. Sir Kenneth Muir Mackenzie, Clerk of the Crown and secretary 

were successful at the Preliminary Examination held on 2nd and 3rd to nea Lord Chanseller was camel f 
ui g , Was examined. 


February, 1910 : 


Agnew, Alick Shelmerdine Kerridge, George Frederick John Ruskin was, says a writer in the Globe, among the clients of 
Arnold, Edward Gladwin Knowles, Hedlev the late Mr. C. M. Barker, and appointed him one of the executors of 
Batt, Charles Dorrington Koppenhagen, Samuel Glucketein his will. One of Mr. Barker's cherished possessions was an album 
Bell, Cecil Charles Lake. Arthur Bernard Marshall containing the numerous letters he received from the famous writer. 
Bennett. Ivan Provis Wentworth Lloyd, David Howard Mr. J. H. Cooke, clerk to the justices of Winsford, Cheshire, has, 
Rewes, Robert Cecil Dugg, A bert Samuel ae savs the 7'imes, received the following further letter from the Home 
Booth, Gerald Astley Meager, George Francis Villiers Office, dated 17th of February :—‘‘ Sir,—I am directed by the Secre 
Booth, Holland Musson, Eric Campbell tary of State to refer to the ctor addressed to you from this office on 
Challenor, Oscar Bernard Nash, Henry Herbert the 0th ohh. in reply to an inquiry on the subject of the Oaths Act. 
Cook, Frederi: k John Mervyn Owen, William Stanley — 1909, and to say that the concluding sentence of the letter, to the effect 
Cox, John Ernest Paine, Teonard Alfred Grevis that Parliament intended that the words ‘So help me God’ should still 
d’Albani, Charles Louis ; ‘ead, Arthur Beddome be used, was qualified by a reference to the Home Office circular of the 
Davies, Willoughby Arlingham Rhodes, Alfred Viotti 7th ult., which ran ‘ terminating with the words of adjuration, ‘‘ So 
Down, Cyril Nadolig Richards, Ernest Hamilton help me God ”’ in cases where these words are at present customary.’ 
Kdwardes-Evans, James Amphlett Skelton, Joseph Arthur I am to add, as some misunderstanding appears to have arisen on this 
Elliott, Charles Albert Stephens, Edward William point, that the circulay containing the opinion thus qualified was 
Forsdike. Alfred William Telford Hilton Roberts approved by the Lord Chief Justice before it was issued, and still, the 
Foreter, William Oxley Townsend, Francis Edward Stea- | Secretary of State understands, has his Lordship’s approval.—I am, 
Gattie, Kenneth Francis Drake veneon Sir, your obedient servant, E. Blackwell.” : 

Giraves. Arthur Glendower Ward, David Ernest : 

Grierson, Alexander Huch Ware, Henry Allen The taxing of water for the washing of motor-cars is, says the 
Hobson. Leonard Cyril Carrington Web, George Roderick Westminster Gazette, the last thing we expected to have to reckon 
Jones, Hltyd Rhys Gifford Webber, Walter James with, but if the Bill about to be introduced into Parliament by the 


a 8 Miseal _. 45 Bradford Corporation should become law, there is no saying what 
{ : 2 ; | other things in connection with automobiles might not be taxed. Thx 

The following candidates are certified by the Examiners to have} Bradford Corporation has evidently considered the matter in a_ busi 
passed with distinction, and will be entitled to compete at the Student- | ness-like manner, for it proposes to mulct the motorist at the rate of 


ship Examination in July, 1910 : 1s. per horse-power, plus an additional 10s. for each hose-pipe used 
Elliot, Charles Albert Gattie. Kenneth Francis Drake Indeed, it appears that the corporation has already demanded such 
Nash, Henry Herbert payment, but the members of the Bradford Automobile Club, having 

a 2 : ‘ . | been advised that in doing so the corporation were acting ultra vires 

by order of the Coun il, . refused to pay up, hence the Bill, which would enable the corporation to 

ay ee ‘ S. P. B. BUCKNELL, Secretary. make any charge without limitation for the supply of water inter alia 

Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, 18th February, 1910. in connection with the motor-car, and which would also give the cor- 





— | poration the option of supplying water or not. It would, of course, 
9 ae | be idle to deny that where a motor-car is kept the consumption of wate1 
Law Students’ Societies. | is slightly increased, but in the an 3 case the poe used 
Law Stupents’ Desatinc Socirety.—Feb. 15.—Chairman, Mr. A. J. | is so trifling as to render the demand of the Bradford Corporation, or 
Vere-Bass.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the principle of co- | any other “corporation that should attempt to follow its example, 
education should be extended in this country.’’ Mr. G. E. Shrimpton arbitrary. 
opened in the affirmative; Mr. T. B. Harston opened in the negative. | fy J. Stratford Dugdale, K.C., the chairman of the Warwickshire 
1e following members continued the debate : Messrs. H. F. Rubin . . oye ye : 
WR ane . : ; : County Council, in the course of his address to the electors of the 
stein, Blagden, Tyvser, Meyer, S. J. Rubinstein, Lemon, Rustomjee, Polesworth Divisi ave: The fe sam & the las hree eee 
Wates, Bartlett, Turner, Batley, Pleadwell, and Dollar. The motion olesworth Division, says: °‘ the feature of the last sai —— 
was lost by four votes. , | has been the persistent and increasing interference of Government 
: departments with the work of county councils. This has now reached 
such a point that in many departments of the work imposed upon them 
e the representatives of the ratepayers cannot be said to be masters 
Com anies in their own house, and are not trusted to perform duties, sometimes 
P . even the smallest, without the consent and supervision of some board 
: cee . . in London. This appears to me to be nearly a negation of local govern 
Legal and General Life Assurance Society. ment altogether, Be ei the county council almost to a condition of 
At the annual general meeting of the society, held on the 22nd inst., | pupilage, ‘and showing a complete distrust of the ability of the rate 
the report for 1909, being the seventy third year since the establish- | payers to manage their own local affairs. The most flagrant examples 
ment of the society, was submitted. — ‘ of this occur with regard to education, small holdings, and the recent 
It was stated that 4,097 policies for £3,865.614 had been issued in| Act respecting housing and town-planning; and it goes without saying 
the year, of which £814,736 had been reassured. The gross new | that much unnecessary expenditure is thereby involved. With regard 
premiums were £192,373, or, less re-assurances, £164,493 net. The, to the Education Department, it appears to have almost sates 
total net premium income amounted to £748,970, being an increase | powers ; it is constantly making changes involving great — nse to the 
for the year of £99,122 per annum. The total net claims on the life | ratepayers, and its rules cover almost every trifling act of administra 
assurance fund amounted to £374.832. caused by 164 deaths and nine- | tion which an education committee has to perform. Then, again, the 
teen endowment policies matured, and included the sum of £63,.260| Small Holdings Committee by the Act of 1908 are made _ practically 
paid as bonus additions. The claims on the general fund, being | subordinate to the Board of Agriculture, and have to ask the ap prov: al 
mostly sinking fund policies matured, — to £15.480. The| of that board for almost everything they do. Again, with re gard to 
total funds had increased during the year by the sum of £602,341, and | the Housing and Town-planning Act of 1909, I feel I am not going 
amounted to £6,873,466, yielding an average rate of £4 6s. 9d. per | beyond the mark when I say that the local authorities will find them 
cent. interest. ; selves to be little better than mere dummies, entirely under the thumb 
It was stated that the assets included £3,396,730 invested on mort-| of the Local Government Board. In fact, it mig rht just as well do 
gages of real and personal property. The mortgages had been recently | the work in the first instance, and not trouble the local authorities at 
investigated by the directors, and the result of such investigation was | all, although, of course, the latter will have to pay. It is hoped that 
satisfactory. — the ratepayers, in their own interests, will back up their representatives 


Existing assurances, including bonus, have increased to £25,715,835. | in every possible way whenever difficulties and disputes arise. 
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It is announced that the Secretary for Scotland has appointed a 
Departmental Committee to inquire into the conditions of tenure of 
office, remuneration, duties, and hours of work, in session and vaca- 
tion, of the following officials—namely :—(1) The Principal, Depute, 
Assistant, and Ordinary Clerks of Session; (2) the clerks of the Bill 
Chamber of the Court of Session; (3) the Assistant and Depute Clerks 
of Justiciary ; (4) the clerical staff of the Crown Office ; (5) the Depute 
Keeper of the Minute-book and of the Register of Edictal Citations of 
the Court of Session; (6) Extractor of the Court of Session and staff 
of his office; (7) Clerk of Teinds and staff of his office ; and (8) Sheriff 
Clerk’s Depute; and to consider and report whether any alterations in 
the present arrangements are advisable; and also to inquire into the 
organisation and control of the various offices concerned, and to report 
as to the best methods of organising these offices so as to promote 
efficiency. Lord Salvesen, one of the Senators of the College of Justice, 
will be chairman. 


The Fulham Board of Guardians have, says the Times, adopted some 
of the recommendations of the Poor Law Commission on the subject of 
outdoor relief, having decided that effect could be given to them 
without waiting for any changes in the law. The Royal Commission 
recommended that recipients of outdoor relief should be paid relief in 
their own homes; that out-relief should be given only after thorough 
inquiry, and that it should be adequate to meet the needs of those to 
whom it is given; that persons so assisted should be subject to 
supervision, and that such supervision should include in its purview 
the conditions, moral and sanitary, under which the recipient is living ; 
that it should be a condition of out-relief that the recipients are living 
respectable lives in decent homes. The Fulham Board have determined 
to give these recommendations a trial. It is thought that by paying the 
recipients of out-relief in their own homes weekly it would ensure 
frequent visits by relieving officers, and enable them to ascertain with 
greater facility the habits and needs of the recipients, and also provide 
for the supervision which the Commissioners considered advisable. 
The Guardians have decided that their scheme would not necessitate a 
larger staff, and that the only difficulty in the way of giving effect to the 
proposal was the distribution of relief in kind. They think, however, 
that money would be far more highly appreciated by the poor, and as 
great care is exercised in selecting cases for relief in their own homes 
the Guardians have no reason to believe that the change would lead to 
abuse. The scheme is to come into force on 1st of March. 


A subscriber in Southern Ohio favours the Ohio Law Bulletin with 
copies of subjoined correspondence, which is self-explanatory : 
“Mr. Joun Dor. 

“Dear Sir,—In reference to the probability of our being able to 
secure you a decree of divorce we would say that we have carefully con- 
sidered the statement of facts, &c., furnished our Mr. Blank, jun., 
on 15th inst., and we regret to inform you that, in our opinion, the 
judge of this judicial subdivision would not, upon said facts, grant you 
a decree on the grounds of extreme cruelty. Our total bill for ‘the 
consultation and this opinion is $25, which you will kindly remit. 

Biank & BranK.” 
“Brank & Brank, Attys. 

““Gents,—Replying to your able and learned opinion of the 
eighteenth, I beg leave to report that my wife opened and read said 
weighty legal document ahead of me, and it may flatter you to know 
that her views of my case coincide with yours in toto. Since said 
fortuitous event my said statement of facts has been visibly augmented 
by a blackened eye, a broken nose, and a mutilated ear, all of which I 
am now carrying in a sling. I have taken the precaution to label these 
physical evidences of my domestic felicity as Exhibits A. B. and C. 
respectively, a precaution which, I feel sure, you would, in your 
wisdom, sanction. Regarding your modest little bill I am 
happy to inform you that the spouse of my late connubial bosom, bed 
and board is now, henceforth, and forever the duly constituted and 
self-appointed custodian and guardian of all the visible assets of our 
once joyous matrimonial co-partnership, and if you can persuade her 
to remit, either kindly or otherwise, you are welcome to the well-earned 
pittance, together with all accrued interest. Joun Dor.” 


, ee. Field, Sons, & Glasier, of Borough High-street. S.E.. have 
ransferred their branch office from Tokenhouse Yard to 5. Waterloo. 
place, Pall Mall, S.W. se ne 





The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


spartan rate gt Te os worse ot te tet cots Benen ae 
of prsuranoe, bo. (one sfverticoment, peme vile we ee ean 
NS WILDE Sin, aeeeasen 6. c.ntticends ay 
Sueetd Srapene tae ese tee ogo 5° at the Mart, at 2: City 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota or Recistrars tn ATTENDANCE ON 


Emenrcexoy Aprpgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
N 


Date. Rota. 0.2. Joyor. Swinrey Eapy. 
Monday ...Feb. 28 Mr Leach Mr Farmer Mr Beal Mr Bloxam 
Tuesday ...Mar. 1 Borrer Leach Greswell Farmer 
Wednesday ...... 2 Beal Borrer Goldschmidt Leach 
Thursday ......... 3 Greswell Beal Synge Borrer 
Friday ... 4 Goldschmidt Greswell Church Beal 
Saturday 5 Synge Goldechmidt Theed Greswell 





D Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
ate. WakeineTon. NEvILe. PARKER. Eve. 





Monday ...Feb. 28 Mr Synge Mr Borrer Mr Goldschmidt Mr Theed 
Tuesday ...Mar. 1 Church Real Synge Bloxam 
Wednesday ...... 2 Theed Greswell Church Farmer 
Thursday .. 3 Bloxam Goldschmidt Theed Leach 
Friday ... i. Farmer Synge Bloxam Borrer 
Saturday ......... 5 Leach Church Farmer Beal 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—Fripay, Feb. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lrutrep 1m CwANOERY. 


B. W. P. Synpicarr, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before April 4, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to C. E. Osborn, 
6, Broad st place, liquidator 

CoLonut any GENERAL AGENCY, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before April 2, to 
send their pames and addresses, and the particalars of their debts or claims, to 
Reginaid Charles Bromhead, 15, Angel court, Throgmorton st, liquidator 

Emu Mryine Synvicatr, LTp (iw Liqurpation) —Creditors are required, on or before 
April 30, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
clais, to A. E. Maidlow Davis, Threadneeale House, 28 to 31, Bishopsgate st Within, 
liquidator 

Seneanene Drepernc Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 31, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of tieir debts or claims, to Jobn 
Ponsf rd, 6, Queen at pl. Francis & Johnson, Gt Winchester st, so.ors for the 
liquidator 

Ineirtow Coiirerres, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 31, to send their 
names ard addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward 
a Entwistle, 4, Church st, Darwen. Costeker & Uo, Darwen, solors for the 
liquidator 

Melwenen, Sons & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 15, directed to be 
heard Mar!. Jeboult, Walbrook, s-lor for the pecners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon ot Feb 28 

Pgarsow & Spurr, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 25, to send their 
names and addresees, and the particu/ars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Clement 
Bladen, 17, Albiou st, Hanley. Scholefield & Co, Batley, solors to the liquidator 

UNIVERSAL Sreritizarion Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 11, directed to 
be heard Marl. Hatchett & Co, Mark in, solorsto the petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb | 

Urvevay Lozos Fisarxe Co Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 17, directed 
to be heard March 1. Radcliffe & Co, Craven st, Charing Cross, solors for the petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Feb 28 

Wm. Rosse & Co, Lrp (1m Votustary Ligurpation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Mar 7, to send their names and aadresses, and the particulars ot their debts 
or claims, to William Rose, 6, Rutland gate, Claremont Park, Blackpool. Woodcock, 
Manchester, solor for the liquidator 


UNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 


Sxreness Water Co—Creditora are required, on or before Mar 30, to send in their 
names and addresses, with particuldrs of their debts or claims, to 8S. Coetmore Jones, 
Skegness, liquidator 

West Krirry Minine Co—Creditors are required, on or before March 18, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Gripe, 
West Kitty, St. Agnes, Cornwall, liquidator 


London Gazette.—Tvursvay, Feb. 23, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep In OHANOERY. 

CaLepowm Streamentr Co, Lrp (in Votuntary Liguipation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before March 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Percy Blackburne White, 17 and 18, Brown’s bldgs, Exchange, 
Live? pool, | quidator 

J. D. Morant, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 23, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars ot their debts or claims, to Henry Percy Boughey, 
27, Shaftesbury rd, Southsea. Blake & Co, Portsmouth, solors tor the liquidator 

RevNotps aND Hamspy Estate MorteaGs Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented 
Feb 17. directed to be heard Mar 8. Plowman, 54, 3ishopsgate st Without, solor for 

the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of Mar 2 / 

Rinxerizs, Lrp—Creditors are required forthwith to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their aebis or claims, to J. Marshall McEwen, tue Rinkeries, 

Aldw ycb, liquicator ’ 

Warervat Synpicats, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 31, to send their 
names and sddresees, and the particulars of their debte or claims, to Herbert Charles 
Underwood, 6, Drapers gdns, liquidator 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Faitpay, Feb, 18. 


Wittram Moorss & Sons, Lrp. 

Corona ayp Gengrat Acency, Lrp. 

Trran Vacuum OCreaner Synpicare, Lrp. 

TenNnaesseE AND ALABAM: Synpicare, Lro. 

Oprssa Sarrprine Uo, Lrp. 

Mitvuers’ Prorection Association, Lrp. 

Saw & Learecey, Lro. 

Vermition Forxs Minne anv Deve.toruenrt Co, Ltp (Reconstruction). 
Grauam Lavup & Co, Lrp. 

BrewrTyatt Ravrator anp Conpenser Co, Lap. 
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Rorgweo Properetary Estates, Lrp. 
A. Suerpnerp & Co, Lrp. 
Artstornor Co. Lap. 

PiumBers’ Surriy Co, Lrp. 

Matay Concessions, Lrp. 


'London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 22, 


T. & E. Lown, Lrp. 

Fow er, Furnes & Co, Lrn. 

TreaLe Gas awn Coxe Co, Lap. 

ArrLenvrca Corw Hart anp Reaping Room Co, Ltp, 
Patma Sora Co, Lrv, 

Oountry Srr, Lrn. 

Aurrriety Sxatine Rink Co, Ltn, 

Duyver Sxatina Rix Co, Lrp. 

J. D. Morant, Lp. 

Watervar. Sywprcats, Lro. 

Watxrrer & THomrson, LTp 

Hopexrysoy & Wo, Lrn. (Birmingham) 

Farrance & Boyton, Lrp. 

Liverroot Srram Tuva Co, Urp. 

Botton Ssoorp Economic Buitomve Soorery 

Spars Moror Wuest or Amenica, Lrv. (Reconstruction), 
Banata Synpticate, Lrp 

Atrurnoroves Co-operative Socirry, Lrp. 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or CLAIM. 
London Guzette,—Tusspay, Feb. 22, 


Bat, Mary, Blackwell, Derby March 14 Nottingham Brewery (Limited) v Robinscn, 
Eve, J Fidler, Sut‘on-in-Ashfield, Notts 

Hancocrn, Samugt, Wednesbury, St#ffs, Heel Tip Manufacturer April 2 Witters 
and Others v Hancock and Otherr, Swinfen Eady, J Tench, Wednesbury 

Hempzr, Ava Sxauma, Gloucester cres, Regent’s Park March 16 Hemer v Smith, 
Parker, J Seevley, South sq, Gray’s inn 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or CLAM. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 4. 
Hayrwoop, Betsy, Kegworth. Leicester March 14 Clifford & Cliffords, Loughborough 
Aissey, Emma, Ellwood st, Highbury March14 Mundell, Godliman st 
Hissry, Grorae, Ellwood at, Highbury March14 Mundell, Godliman st 
Howmrs, Jouy, Holywell, Flint, Farmer March 17 Cope & Co, Holywell 
Jounsow, Joseru, Leicester, Draper March 15 Harding & Barnett, Leicester 
Ketywack, Ricmarp Boase, Newlyn, Paul, Cornwall, Master Mariner March10 JP & 
T St M Milton, Penzance 
Ketywack, Emtty, Newlyn, Paul, Cornwall March 10 J P & T 8t M Milton, Pen- 
vance 
Lewis, Jonx, Colwinstone. Glam, Farmer Marchi Miles, Cowbridge, Glam 
Leytanp, Frances, Hans pl, Chelsea March 15 Galeworthy, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Luprroox, Hanry Epwarp, Bournemouth, Brush Manufacturer March 25 Sandom, 
Monument st 
McKeax, Kexnetu, Bath Feb28 Fox & Whittucks, Bath 
Mawn, Joux, Windy Nook, Durham Feb 28 Ord, Gateshead 
Op, Juiia Ann, Greenwich March 15_ Boulton & Co, Northampton sq, Clerkenwell 
Owen, Wut1am, Rock Ferry, Birkenhead Feb 28 Hindley & Collinson, Liverpool 
Paice, Mary, Petersfield March4 Robins, Petersfield 
Pickvirs, Etizaseta Ann, Halifax Feb19 Moore & Shepherd, Halifax 
Pirrarp, ALsert, Boxmoor, Herts March 19 Bristows & Co, Copthall bldgs 
Paice, Bensamin, Bristol March 10 Jaeques & Co, Bristol 
Parrcnarp, Owen, Liandrillo yn Rhos, Denbigh March1 Porter & Co, Colwyn Bay 
Purser, Avw Wacpen, St Mary Abbotts ter, Kensington March 2 Puxton & Co, 
Sackville st 
Ricwarpsox, Joux, Wark, Northumberland, Saddler March2 LC & HK Lockheart, 
Hexham 
Riper, Grorar, Leeds Feb 15 Norton & Co, Leeds 
Riosy, Mary Any, Ashton on Ribble, nr Preston March2 Ward & Newsham, Preston 
Rosixsoy, James Lesviz, Sunderland March 1 Molineux & Sinton, Newcastle upon 


'yne 
S1monps, Hereert Frevericn, Beckenham March10 Attenborough & Sons, Thavies inn 
Sreppine, Henry Percivar, Inglemere rd, Forest Hill March 1 Whatley & Son, Lincoln’s 


inn fields 
Appaquay, THomas, Cape Coast, Gold Coast Colony Feb 17 Jones & Co, St Mary 
xe 


Apxins, James Wits0n, Lathbury, Bucks March 23 B& W R Bull, Newport Pagnell 

Appuiesy, Tuomas, Greatham, Durham, Shipowner April30 Turnbull & Tilly, West 
Hartlepool 

Arnos, James Noan, Great Yarmouth Feb28 Francis & Back, Norwich 

Ascaer, Eowarp Grunpy, Fairhaven, Lancs March19 Lowndes & Son. Manchester 

ArrowsmitH, Witttam Lamp, Tallahassee, Florida, USA, Doctor March 31 Stacey & 
Castle, Southampton st, Bloomebury 

AtTuerton, Water, Albert rd, Regent’s Park March 21 Taylor & Taylor, New 
Broad st 

Barnasvey, Antuur Jonny Mace, Hove March3 Cushman, Brighton 

Bawopen, Susan Ann, Goldsithney, Perranuthnoe, Cornwall March1 Hill, Penzance 

Buvex, Ernest Grorce Watt, Brighton Mareh1 Cushman, Brighton 

Boyce, Rosert Hexry, Hampton Wick March 10 Radford & Frankland, Chancery In 

Briaas, Grorce Rorert, Boscombe March7 Wilson & Son, Basinghall st 

Brown, Saran Ann, York March 31 Ware & Wilberforce, York 

Carpen, Joun Josrru, Ramsgate Feb 28 O & K Daniel, Ramsgate 

Carpen, Pracy Acice, Ramsgate Feb28 O & K Daniel, Ramsgate 

Curtox, Wiitiam, Upper Tooting March 1 Wortham & Co, Royston, Herts 

Coney, Sir Bexsamrn Louis, Shoreham, Kent Feb 25 Montagu & Co, Bucklersbury 

Cutten, Evizarers, ——-_, Suffolk Feb 25 Mayhew & Sons, Saxmundham 

Dawson, Any, Wallsend March1 Lambert, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Fisner, Sorata Ayn, Edinburgh March2 Wilding & Son, Blackburn 

Gartina, Henry Barty, Folkestone March15 Wightwick & Gardner, Folkestone 

Git, Rota, Walton, Suffolk March2 Block & Cullingham, Ipswich 

Hawes, Maura, Queen’s gdns, Paddington Marchi1l Harris, Tonbridge 

Stone, Cuar.otre, [lford, Essex Feb 28 Good & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Storer, Maria, Nuneaton Feb 28 Oakey & Son, Nuneaton 

Taner, James Danret, Clifton, Bristol, Corn Merchant March 15 Brittan & Co, Bristol 

Tueaxer, Henry, Newcastle upon Tyne, Head Gardener March1 Molineux & Sinton, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

—— —_— Avexanper, Newcastle upon Tyne March19 Farrar & Co, Man- 
chester 


Tomxinsow, Witt1am, Nantwich, Chester, Baker March12 Whittingham, Nantwich 

Tyson, Jonx, Old Kent rd, Grocer March 31 Turuer & Son, Gt Alie st, Whitechapel 

Vincent, Marta Jang, Bassett, Southampton March 31 Perkins & Co, Southampton 

Wea te, Aveust, Acton Feb28 Davidson, Acton 

Weynron, Oswiy, Calcutta, Journalist Aug4 Allen & Son, Carlisle st, Soho sq 

Wi tp, Joun Rarn, Nottingham Feb20 Masser & Co, Nottingham 

ates Groraz, Ditchley, Spelsbury, Oxford March 28 Wilkins & Toy, Chipping 
Norton j 

Witurams, Jonn Cuarres, Woolwich March 26 Stone, Woolwich 


Lindon Gawette—TUESDAY, Feb. & 


ADKINS, THOMAS, Fen Ditton, Cambridge, Farmer March 246 Ginn & Co, Cambridze 

BAKER, PHOEBE, Poole, Dorset March1 Dickinson & Co, Poole 

BARRYMORE, ELIZABETH, Brighton March7 Hobbs & Young, Brighton 

BENTINOK, RICHARD, Ainsdale, Lancs March15 Worden & Ashington, Southport 

BLAKE, JOHN, Teignmouth, Devon Marehill Jordan & Son, Teignmouth 

BRADSHAW, JAMES, Church, Lancs, Labourer March 22 Britcliffe Accrington 

BROOK, MARIA, Longwood, Huddersfield March1 Masser & Co, Nottingham 

CAMPBELL, HARRIET MARIa ELIZA HOPE IVES WRIGHT, Lowndes st Marchl0 Keen 
& Co, Carter In 

COLERIDGE, MARIA SELDON, Teignmouth, Devon March 11 Jordan & Son, Teign. 
mouth 

DAVY, DANIEL BISHOP, Teignmouth . Mar 81 Tozer & Dell, Teignmouth 

DENSHAM, ERNEST GIBBINGS, Weston super Mare, Tanner March8 Densham, Gt st 
Helens 

DICKINSON, EMERSON, Percy Main, nr N Shields, Railway Station Master March 12 
Brown & Holliday, N Shields 

DUPERE, THOMAS RICHARD, Edgbaston, Pirmingham March 12 Cottrell & Son, Bir. 
mingham 

GRIFFITHS, ROBERT, Baycliffe, nr Ulverston Feb 25 Poole & Co, Ulverston 

HAMMOND, JAMES WILLIAM, Wylde Green, Warwick Mar 12 Cottrell & Son, } 
mingham 

HANSLEY, HENRY, Staines Mar 17 Hammond & Richards, Lincoln's inn fields 

HopGson, JOHN FISHER, Hayton, Cumberland, Architect Marl S & HS Cartmell, 
Carlisle 

HOWARD, WINIFREDE Mary Lady, Glossop Marl Few & Co, Surrey st 

HUSBAND, LypIA, Grange over Sands, Lancs Mar 29 J & E Whitworth, Man. 
chester 

JACK SON, RICHARD, Newton with Scales, nr Preston, Yeoman Mar 8 Wilson & Co, 
Preston 

JOHNSON, CHARLOTTE, Truro Mar 5 Carlyon, Truro 

LANGDALE, ERNEST WILLIAM HANSLER, Bath Mar 25 Gill & Bush, Bath 

LLEWELLYN, SARAH, Treherbert, Glam Mar 25 Treharne & Treharne, Pentre, Ponty- 
pridd 

LONG, GEORGE WADMAN. Swanage Mar 19 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 

MAPLES, MARY ELLEN, Tunbridge We'ls Feb 28 D'Angibau & Malim, Boscombe 

MARSHALL, SWAN, Harlton, Cambridge, Farmer Mar19 Miller, Cambridge 

Ness, JOHN, Scarborough, Steam Trawler Owner Mari18 Bedwell, Scarborough 

PRATT, JAMES, Sheffield Mari2 Branson & Son, Sheffield 

PREES, THOMAS, Underhill, Glam, Farmer Mar 31 Hughes & Lewis, Bridgend, Glam 

SHINN, ALFRED, Fordham, Cambridge, Farmer Feb 26 Bye & Ennion, Soham 

SKANE, MARTHA, Walton on the Hill Liverpool Mar3 Cleaver & Co, Liverpool 

STEVENS, JANE, Phillack, Cornwall Mar9 Thomas, Penzance 

STEVENS, WALTER, Sutton, Surrey, Boot Manufacturer March 12 Jackson & Son, 
Cannon st 

TABOR, GEORGE ERNEST, Ashstead, Surrey, Solicitor March 7 Thorowgood & Co, 
Copthall ct 

TERRY, THOMAS WILLIAM, Ealing March 15 Wharton, John et, Bedford row 

TIPPER, HANNAH, Castleford, Yorks Feb26 Twigg, Rotherham 

WARBURG, JULIUS, Throgmorton av, Stock Broker March 10 Gibson, Martin's In 

WHuitTr, HENRY, Leadgate, Durham, Farmer March7 Ord, Gateshead 

WILKINSON, EDWARD HENRY, Weymouth March8 Rogers & Co, Victoria st 

Woop, GEORGE, Farningham, Kent March9 Baynes, Dartford 


" 


sir. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 11. 


Buianp, Acrrep, Carisbrooke rd, Walthamstow March10 Freeman, Leyton 

Bottox, Georor, Manningham, Bradford March12 Aked, Halifax 

Bo.ttroy, Manretra, Manningham. Bradford March12 Aked, Halifax 

Boots, Auice, Gee Cross, Hyde, Chester March 7 Bostock, Hyde 

Brock, Joun James, Moseley, Worcester April9 Smythe & Co, Birmingham 

Carpeyn, Hewry, Surbiton, Factor March10 Thrupp & Co, Old Cavendish st 

Crarkr, Epwarp, Oxford March 19 Hatt, Oxford 

Epz, Mary, Southampton March14 Patersons & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Epaar, Henry, Bath Club, Piccadilly May 8 Withers & Co, Arundel st 

Eac, Frodence, Withdene, Brighton March 14 Scott & Co, Queen st, Cheapside 

Fautxner, Josern, Northampton, Timber Merchants’ Manager March 12 Browne & 
Wells, Northampton 

GecsTHores, Tuomas. Leicester, Caretaker March 1 Williams, Leicester 

Gipney, Haremrre Brereton, Dawlish, Devon Mar 25 Sparkes & Oo, Exeter 

GrauamM, Mary Jaye, Folkestone, Schoolmistress Mar 14 Graham, Earlestown, 
Lancs 

Gaeexwoop, Mary Any, Birkdale, Lancs Mar 31 Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 

Harpsan, Jawes, Clayton Green, nr Chorley, Lancs Mar15 Woodcock, Bamber Bridge, 
nr Preston 

Harpy, Mark, Mirfield, Yorks, Gardener Mar 31 Wilson & Topham, Mirfield 

Hare, Evwin, 8t Leanards on Sea Marl Chalinder & Herington, Hastings 

Heywarp, Gmonas, Cardiff, Grocer Feb 29 Pethybridge, Cardiff 

Hov.srooxe, Wiiiam, Wettenhall, nr Winsford, Chester, Farmer Feb 28 Pedley, 


Crewe 
Hoyt, Emity, Conyers rd, Streatham Mar 14 Wetherfield & Co, Gresham bldgs, (uild- 
hall 


Incram, Witi1am Furness, Barton upon Humber, Lincs, Farmer Mar 9 Mason, 
Barton upon Humber 

[uvine, Mary, trick, Yorks Mar 12 Wright & Co, Bradford 

Jerverigs, James Toomas, Laindon, Essex, Farmer Feb25 Jefferies & Bygott, Southend 
on Sea 

Jounstox, Jane, Old Quebec st, Portman sq Mar 10 Witham & Co, Gray's 

inn s 

Jonrs, a Hows tt, Liangeler, Carmarthen Mar 31 Jones, Gresham bldgs 

Joxes, Grorae, Bolton, Joiner Ritson, Bolton 

Kavruorrer, Fairz, Ealing Mari7 Trevor & Co, Gresham st 

LepwarD, Taomas, Meopham, Kent April1ll Walker & Co, Manchester 

Lerroy, the Very Rev Witt1am, DD, Norwich Mar7 Prior & Sons, Norwich 

MalItianv, Rev Jonny Warraker, Loughton, Essex Maril Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 

Mew, Maryanne, Scarborough Mar 28 Byrne, Surrey st 

Mippteton, EvizaBetu, Barton under Needwood, Staffs Mar 26 Richardson, Burton on 

ent 

NicutinGace, Ameria, Brighton Marl0 Garrard-Clarke & Wyatt, Cannon st 

Ossorx, CHagLes Aucustus, Spenser rd, Stoke Newington April1l4 Simpson & Co, 
Southwark st, Southwark 

Papoett, Tuomas, Bingley, Yorks Feb 28 Bolton, Bradford 

Paar, Samvur., 8t Leonards on Sea Mars Ellis, St Leonards on Sea 

Pertiror, Susan Catuerine, Leicester Mar19 Williams, Leicester 

Puaicirs, Mary Ann, Hastings Marl Chalinder & Herington, Hastings 

Parestuey, James, Taylor hill, Huddersfield, Cloth Manufacturer Mar3l Ramsden & 

Co, Huddersfiel 

Rarries, ELten Maup Mary, Campden hill gdns Mar 12 Needham & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Ricuagps, Joun, Hullavington, Wilts Mar 14 Forrester & Co, Malmesbury 
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Savage, Canotine Ametia, Tooting Marl Coldham & Birkett, Clement’s inn, Strand 

Scamax, Wrii1aM Borman, York 19 Kay, Yor 

BELLWoop, Witu1am Ewixes, Newton Abbot, Devon, Jobmaster Mar 25 Sellwood, 
Newton Abbot, Devon 

Supsury, Jonny, Louth. Lincs Maril2 Falkner & Son, Louth 

Supsury, Mary Any, Louth, Lincs Mari2 Falkner & Son, Louth 

Tayion, Euma Evizasetn, Brighton Mar20 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 

Toss, Gorpow Eveiyx, Buxton, Derby Mar8 Hayward, Leigh, Lancs 

Tarp, Rey Joun Bowpen, 8t Leonardson Sea Mar 26 Norris & Spicer, St Leonards 
on Sea 

Vewasies, Frances, Seven Sisters’ rd, Finsbury Park Mar2 Hall, West Smithfield 

Vopvarka, Annik, Easeg, Slavonia, Hungary Mari18 Rydon, Cornhi 

Wane, Mary, Clapham rd, Kennington Mar3l Sandom & Co, Gracechurch st 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb, 15. 


BELLIER, CHARLES, Paris, Avocat Conseil Mar 19 Selim, Mincing In 

BIANCHI, CATHERINE MARIA, Winthorperd, Putney Mar 11 Page & Scorer, Clement's 
inn, Strand 

BIGLEY, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Builder Mar 12 Acton & Marriott, Notting- 
ham 


BOWDEN, ELIZA, Heaton Moor,Jancs Mar 31 Johnston, Stockport 
BRAMMER, JAMES, Sheffield, Spring Knife Cutler Mar 19 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
BRIDGMAN, JAMES, Avenue 1d, Highgate Mar 31 Emanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury 
circus 
BRIDGEMAN, WILLIAM, Burwell, Cambridge, Farmer Feb 26 Ennion & Ennion, New- 
market 
BROWNELL, MARY, Alderley Edge, Chester Mar 31 Johnston, Stockport 
CANNINGTON, EDWIN, Waterloo, Lancs, Glass Manufacturer Mar 19 Rigby & Herron, 
Liverpool 
CASSTLES, Rev THOMAS WALLACE, Great Lever, Bolton Mar i6 Ritson, Bolton 
CAVNER, EDWIN, Leicester, Fish Salesman Feb 22 Pulman, Leieester 
COCKING, ANN, Shrffield Mar 12 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
CoLEMAN, FREDERICK JOHN, Luton Mar 12 Tanqueray, Woburn, Beds 
CooPER, JAMEs, Congletan, Chester Mar 31 Johnston, Stockport 
DAVIES. JOHN BAILEY, Portugalete, Spain March 21 Freeman & Freeman, King st, 
Cheapside 
DICKENSON, WILLIAM, Bradford, Licensed Victualler March 12 Farrar & Co, 
Bradford 
EMERSON, JOSEPH, Stockport, Tailor March 31 Johnston, Stockport 
EYRE, ELIJAH STAFFORD, Corse, nr Jerilderie, N S Wales April 1 Crosse & Sons, 
Lancaster pl, Strand 
FELTHAM, ROBERT, Hingham, Norfolk March1 Emerson, Norwich 
FosTER, RACHEL, Nottingham March 31 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 
GILL, SARAH, Esholt, Yorks March 23 C J & A EF Newstead, Otley 
GILL, THOMAS, Esholt, Yorks March 23 CJ & A E Newstead, Otley 
GRAHAM, GEORGE AUGUSTUS, Dursley, Glos March $1 Vizard & Co, Dursley 
HAWKINS, WILLIAM, Barford. Warwiek March 26 Campbell & Co, Warwick 
HIBBONS, SARAH ANN, Spalding, Lincs March1 Crust, Spalding 
HILLER, GEORGE, Manor Park, Essex Mareh 18 Sandom & Co, Gracechurch st 
HOKOBIN, JOSEPH, Middlesbrough, Engineman March 16 Dawes, Middlesbrough 
ILBERY, JOSIAH EDWARD, Cypress rd, S Norwood hill, Master Mariner March 28 
Gunnell, King William st 
JOLLIFFE, ALFRED WILLIAM, Melksham, Wilts, Stationer March10 Smith, Melkshsm 
JONES, EMMA PENELOPE, Handsworth March 81 Lane « Uo, Birmingham 
KLINGLER, WILHELM HENRICH EDUARD, Jackson rd, Holloway March 16 Sadd & 
Stollard, Gresham st 
LANGLEY, ALFRED Moors, King's Lynn, Norfolk, Coal Merchant March12 Sadler & 
Woodwark, King’s Lynn 
LINTER, FRANCIS PAYNE, Levenshulme, Manchester, Shirt Manufacturer’s Manager 
March 15 Boote & Co, Manchester . 
LOMAS, FRANK, Heaton Chapel, nr Manchester March 15 Boote &Co, Manchester 
LORD, Isaac, Aston, Warwick March 31 Lave & Co, Birmingham 
LoWE, JaNE, Ardwick, Manchester, Draper April 30 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 
MCLEOD, MARIE, Parkstone, Dorset March 12 Dickinson & Co, Poole, Dorset 
MAINPRICE, ANNA, Bury St Edmunds April2 Greene & Greene, Bury St Edmunds 
MEAKIN, HENRY, Nantwich, Chester March 15 Quion & Sons, Liverpool 
MILLS, PHILO LAOS, Nottingham, Merchant March 28 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 
Moss, FREDERICK, Highbridge, Somerset, Merchant March25 Board & Stiling, Burn- 
ham, Somerzet 
PURVEY, EMILY, Pimlico March3 Prior, Colehester 
SAWDYE, EDWARD JOHN, Ashburton, Devon, Land Surveyor March4 Tucker & Son, 
Ashburton 
SLINGER, MICHAEL, Bentham, Yorks March 16 Thompson & Co, Bentham, nr 
Lancaster 
STABLER, WILLIAM, Huddersfield, Lithographic Printer March 9 Heywood & Co, 
Manchester 
STORRS, Rev GEORGE NoEL, Kittisford, nr Wellington, Somerset March 9 Townroe, 
Budge row 
TAYLOR, LOUVISA CATHERINA DIRKJE, Thurlow Park rd, West Dulwich March 5 
Knapp-Fisher & Sons, Buckingham gt 
THOMPSON, JANE CRAWFURD, Hornsey March 26 Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 
WALSH, THOMAS GEORGE, Garston, Liverpool, Timber Foreman March 19 Rigby & 
Herron, Liverpool 
WARRICK, BENJAMIN, Carlisle, Joiner March1 Halton & Hodgson, Carlisle 
Way, MARGARET, Eccleston st March 25 Neve & Co, Luton, Beds 
WHITE, Rev JAMES BAKER, Pottery In, Notting Hill March 14 Ellis & Co, Raymond 
bldgs, Gray's inn 
WILKIN, BARAN ANN, Rhyl, Flint March 12 Huntley & Son, Tooley st 
WILLIAMSON, EDMUND, Wood vale, Forest Hill March 25 Preston, Bishopsgate W ith- 
out 
WINDSOR, FRANK, Snaresbrook March9 Culross & Holt, Mincing In 
Woop, ALPHONSE, Barnsley, Glass Manufacturer March 14 Horsfield, Barnsley 
WOOLLVEN, GEORGE, Penzance March1 Gardner & Hovenden, Finsbury circus 


London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 18. 


Bansova, Ausos Masy, Wimbledon pk, Wimbledon Mar31 Walker &Co, Theobald’s 

, Gray’s inn 

Bersz, Atrarv Grorcr, Palace rd, Streatham hill, Wool Merchant Mar 28 Simpson & 
Co, Soutnwark st, London Bridge 

Bescu, Farvericx, Lewes, Tailor April 1 Evans & Co, Theobald’s rd, Bedford row 

Biytu, Jonx, Norwich Mar 16 Leathes & Co, Norwich 

Boxp, Tuomas Hextixc, North Petherton, Somerset April 15 Andrew & Co, Great 
James st, Bedford row 

Boorman, Grorcr, Dover April 1 Bradley, Dover 

Brapsory, Harry, Twickenham Mar 31 Bauwens, Newman st, Oxford st 

Burtuerron, Frances Oacprn, Fulwood, nr Preston Mar 19 Dean & Co, Preston 

Butter, Esenezer Rosert, St Leonard’s on Sea Mar 31 Sanduands & Co, 
Fence .urch av 

Cay, Emity Janz, Wymondham, Norfolk April 1 Whites & Co, Budge row 

Carrer, Caartes Epwarp, North Hackney, Decorator Mar 29 aker, Crosby 94 

CHAMBRRLIN, Et.en, Leicester Maris Toller & Co, Leicester 

Cocugayr, James Mackeanp, Acton, Doctor April15 Andrew & Co, Gt James st, Bed 


ford row 
CookgaeLt, Hexegierta Frances, Castleton, Cardiff, Glam Mar 18 Dimond & Son 
Welbeck st : 
Cory, Cuantes, Newman st, Oxford| st, Chemist’s Assistant Mar 15 Rye & Eyre 
den sq — the . 


Covtstox, Marcaret, St Joseph’s Sherton, Lancaster Mar 18 Hall & Co, Lancaster 
Crawrorp, WaLTee Mourpocs, Clifton, Bristol April 1 Pearson, Bristol 

Draper. Fran, Tunbridge Wells Mar 16 Samuel & Co, Gt Winchester st 

Dock, Isaac Strone, Cherhill, nr Calne, Wilts, Farmer Mar 15 Spackman, Calve 
E.ms, Aoyrss, Teignmouth, Devon Mar 20 Hutchings & Kennaway, Teignmouth 
Firmavricr, Emity CnarLotTr, Maidenhead Mar 18 Markby & Co, Col-man st a 
Franses, Jacques Morse, Brondesbury villas, Kilburn Mar 14 Malkin & Co, 


in's In 

ES 24% Elgin av, Maida Vale Mar 18 Goldman, Southampton st, Blooms- 
bur; - 

Futcusr, Rosrrt, Wickham Market, Suffolk Mar 25 Read, Wickham Market ’ 

Gissons, Groroz, Hoxton, Bonnet Shape Manufacturer April 15 Andrew & Co, Gt 
James st, Bedford row 

Grover. MarTHa, Hatherton, nr Nantwich Feb 28 Pedley, Crewe ’ ; 

Guxw, Ropgsrt Marcus, Queen Anne st, Cavendish sq Mar 7 Lithgow & Pepper, Wim- 
= u Ww Rroadstai Mar 7 Sankey, Margate 

Hagnison, Mires Wri, adstairs ar a ’ 

Heatnrcore, Joun Artuer, Granville pl, Portman sq, Stock Broker Mar 20 Dunderdale 
& Co, Londan wall 

Hotary, Emmy, Weston super Mare Mar 25 Moore, Hereford . 

Hupsoys, Witt1am Hopaesor, Gt Horton, Bradford Mar 15 Bolton, Bradford 

Jounstor, Ropsrt, Calderbridge. Cumberland Mar 19 Dean & Co, Preston 

Jones, Canouine, Leominster Mar i0 Gosling, Leominster ; " 

Kenweviy, Witt1am Tuomas, Hall Green, Worcester, General Fruiterer's Salerman June 
30 Coley & Coley, Birmingham Pp 

Lavrir, ApeLarpe, Witham, Essex March 25 Ranson & Hutton, Nottingham 

Leraesy, Jonx, Bournemouth March 31 Hughes, Edgware rd 

Lewis, Groror, Batheaston. nr Bath March 26 Stone & Co, Rath 

Luoyp, CaTserine Exiza, Whitchurch, Salop March 8 Lee, Whitchurch 

Macnamara, Toowas Bixsteap, Cowes April 1 Damant & Sons, Cowes P 

Many, Water, Longbridge, Warwick, Farmer April 2 Campbell & Co, Warwick 

MarsHALL, James, Liss, Hants, Builder March 16 Burley, Petersfield 

Pacer, Marna, Tintwistle, Chester March 19 Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale 

Parersow, James, Birkenhead, Baker March 26 Lamb, Live Dt 

Pearson, E.tex, Louth, Lincs Mar 24 Sharpley & Son, Lou 

Poors, Jack Taytor, Felpham, Sussex Mar 21 Staffurth, Bognor 

Porr, Lousta, Coventry April 16 Campbell & Co, Warwick _ 

Ruopes, Jouwx Srpyey, Coventry Mar17 Boxall & Kempe, Brighton 

Ruppie, Taomar, Shebbear, Devon, &choolmaster Mar1é Bennett, Banbury 

Rutry, Grores Gamuoy, Bromley by Bow, Contractor Mar16 Randall & Son, Copthall 
bldgs ’ ' 

me | James Hayrs, Queen’s gate, Fouth Kensington Mar 31 Braik«nridge & 
Edwards, Rartlett’s bldgs 

Swarre. Rosatre Hrurn Jane, Great Yarmouth Mar 31 Baker & Co, Abchurch In 

Sauraur, Witt1amM, Walthamstow Mar25 Warburton, Gracechurch st 

Simmons. Fpwarp ATKIxs, Margate Marl4 Sankey, Margate 

Stuma, Jony, Swanwick. Derby, Farmer Mar5 Wil-on & Son, Alfreton 

8viTH, Davip, Middlesbrough Marié Belk & Co. Middlesbrough 

Spivx, Rorert, Ipswich, Carpenter April1l Bantoft, Ipswich : . 

Sr Joun, Sir Spenser Buckincuam, GCMG, Camberley Mar3l Radcliffe & Co, Craven 
st, Charing Cross 

Stocks, Rosert, Hutton, Essex Mar 26 Harford, Iror monger In 

Srorer, Joun WiiiraM, Middlesbrough Mar 11 Wethey, Middlesbrough 

Tomas, Joun, Salford, Chartered Accountant Mar 21 Makinson & Co, Manchester 

TroLiopr, Corpetta Marta, Grosvenor sq Mar 30 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Uprox, Epwarp, Vale ct, Maida Vale, Solicitor April1l U pton & Co, Bedford sq 

VopvarKka, Axwiz, Eeseg, Slavonia, Hungary Mar 18 Rydon, Corphill 

Warp, Rev CLemext Crover, Staveley, nr Chesterfield Mar 19 Ward & Co, Cheater- 

field m ; 

Wares, Bexsamin Cunntncnam, Bromley Mar 24 Slack & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Wuee.pon, Watters Woop, Pendlebury, Lancs, Farmer Mar 21 Boardman & Barritt, 

Manchester : a 

Wituamson, Euity, Greatham, West Liss, Southampton Mar 31 Martin, Clement's inn, 

Strand 7 

Wirsox, Witu1am, Spennymoor, Durham, Butcher Mar 31 Stewart, Feethamr, Dar- 

lington ' 

Woop, Cuances, Billericay, Essex, Innkeeper Feb 25 Jeffreys & Bygott, Fouthend 

on Sea 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb, 22. 


Batcneor, Lucretia Hous, Perry Barr, Staffs April19 Lane & Co, Birmingham 
Bircn, Santina, Edgbaston, Birmingham March 15 Tyndall, Birmingham : 
Buaver, Jutianna, Ruethall, Tunbridge Wells May 21 Martin, Tunbridge Wells 
Bies, ABRAHAM JEREMIAR Samugt, Manchester, Merchant April 2 Sale & Co, 
Menchester e y ; : . 
Bower Capt. Taomas Bowyer, Collingham rd, South Kensington Mar22 Few & Co, 
Surrey st 

Coatss, Mary Orivia Fiorexce, Plymouth March 26 Stone, Derby 

Coypon, Ricuarp, Portobello 1d, Notting Hill April 4 Brown & Woolnovgh, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Dansy, Pariir Samury, Offchurch, Warwick Mar 31 Emmet & Co, Bloomsburysq 
Coyiz., James, Liscard, Chester, Marine Insurance Surveyor Mar 16 Laces & Co, 
Liverpool 

Epwarps, Wii.1AM, Crowan, Cornwall March3l Thomas, Camborne 

Fietoner, Mary Axy, Loughborough April2 Bartlett & Co, Loughborough 
Getiry, Mary Axx, Heaton, Newcastle upon Tyne March 24 Dickinson & Vo, Newcastle 
upon Tyne a) 
GiLt, vane FG Wetheral, Cumberland March 11 Drury, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Green, Cuarces, Newnham Aston Cantlow, Warwick March 30 Rabnett, Birmingham 
Green, Sopnia Janz, Hove, Sussex April 5 Stuckey & Co, Brighton : 
Gresiey, Rev Niakt Watsixcuam, MA, Dorchester, Dorset March 31 Goldingham & 
Lloyd, Wotton under Edge, Glos 

Hossow, Taomas, Lowestoft March 21 Nicholson & Cook, Lowestoft 

Jixxs, Witi1am, Wheelock, Chester, Miller March 24 Bygott & Sons, Sandbach 
Jounstons, Exvizapetu, Belford, Northumberland March 12 Arnott & Co, Newcastle 


upon Tyne 
Suase diame Gisss, Aldgate High st March 25 Carpenter & Sons, Laurence Pount- 
ney Jn 
a, -hMiod Eveusr, Derby March7 Simpson & Meakin, Derby 
Les, Saran, Reigate April 30 Burchell, Reigate ; . 
Lippx, Isapecia Evizaperu. Sunderland Mar 31 J & J W Robinson, Sunderland 
Loxeuurst; Humpurey, Nottingham, Grocer Mar 21 Acton & Marriott, Nottingham 
Marortsow, Henry Tuomas, Upper Eastville, Bristol Jan 31 Barker, Bristol 
Marrinoiey, Caro.ine Ann, ing Mar 19 Brain & Brain, Reading = 
Merepitn. Tuomas, Belsize grove, Shorthand Writer Mar 31 Whitelock, Birmingham 
Noxgiss, Jonx, Witham, Eseex, Baker Mar19 Rawtree & Sons, Witham, Essex 
Pacet, Berxe.ey, Lexham gdns Mar 31 Lowe & Co, Temple gdns 
Ports, 8araa Emma, Cotham, Bristol Mar 24 Bell, West Hartlepool 
Raigy, Evizanetu Dotty, Devonport Mar31 Pearce, Devonport ; 
Ropywry, Rt Hon George Bayocrs Hartxy Deswett Baron, Denmark hill Mar 18 
Balfour & Co, King’s Bench Walk, Temple 
Rusumer, Mary Any, Lowestoft Mar3l1 Johnson, Lowestoft ’ : 
Suarp, Wiriuiam Granvitte, Holybourne, nr Alton, Hants April 9 Greenfield & 
Cracknell, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Surrester, Henry, HM8 Argonaut, Lieut R N Mar31 Emmet & Co, Bloomsbury eq 
Sreap, CarHarine Janz, Londonderry, nr Bedale, Yorks March 19 E D & B W 
Swarbreck, Bedale ; 
Srupsins, Canouine, Leicester March 24 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 





Tuorwe, Mazia, Burlescombe, Devon March 21 Riccard & Son, South Molton 
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F nea hey LIAM, ny _ 4 ees Co, Spent bidgs, Gray’s inn WestueaD, Avice, Lytham, Lancs Feb 28 Gaulter, Fleetwood Gia’ 
RESEDER, SusSANNAH, Cardi arch 24 Forsdike, Cardi . = 
Turner, James, Gosforth, Northumberland, Commercial Traveller March 24 Dickinson | W'=!4™s, Witt14M, Moss Side, Manchester Feb 21 Crofton & Co, Manchester 
& Co, Newcastle upon Tyne Youna, Josern Witi1am, Middleton March1 Powell, Manchester ; 
GoLi 
B k ° O.priznp, Tom, Wincobank, Sheffield, Hairdresser | Gipson, Rosgat James, Waldorf Hotel, Aldwych Feb 98 = 
ankKru ptcy Notices. Sheffield Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st Ha: 
Orrewett, Wittiam, Derby, Painter High Court Pet | 7 eee els on ee ong De 26 at 
" oT +. hits. 40 Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 | idlan otel, Station s' urton on Trent 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 18. Paci, Ervest Henry, Allen rd, Steke Newington, Grocer | Sane eve, Lelooste, Grocer Feb 28 at 12 Off an 
‘RIVING ORDE High Court Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 rridge st icester 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Pounper, W H & A, Clayton le Moora, Cotton Manufac- Harcuer, Cataerine Symons, Portscatho, Gerrans, Corn- ee 
Bartow, Rorert, West Bronwich West Bromwich Pet turers Blackburn Pet Jan31 Ord Feb 14 wall Mar 2at12 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro Hop 
Feb 16 Ord Feb 15 Quix,C C 8, The Motor Club, Coventry st High Court | | Horsman, ALFRED Hespekt, Broc ‘kenhurst, ‘Southampton 
Baryett, Morais, Bell In, Spitalfields, Salmon Merchant Pet Nov 25 Ord Feb 16 ; Feb 26 at 11.30 Halliley & Morison’s Office, Solicitors, Hov 
High Court Pet Jan20 Ord Feb 15 Roserts, Artuuea Taomas, Tower Bridge rd High Court | Mill st, Bedford 
Batu, Mary Janz, Wellington, Coachbuilder Shrewsbury Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 14 | Hows, FILuer Grorceg, Luton, Chatham, Dairyman Feb Hop 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 Satis, Grorce, and Tom Peary, Harlesden, Willesden, | 28’ at 1.45 115, High st, Rochester 
Bortawick, Reainaup, Kensington Palace mans, De Vere House Furnishers High Court Pet Feb14 Ord Feb14 | Hupsoy, Joun, Stanningley, Leeds, Newsagent Feb 28 at Hus 
gdnos High Court Pet Nov25 Ord Feb 14 Sueprarp, Farperick Artaur, Swansea, Saddler Swan- | ll Off Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Brake, Wixi, St George’s av, Tufnell Park, Holloway, sea Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 | Hupson, Jouy Wit. Liam, Pe law, Durham, Ship Draughts- Jow 
Cabinet Maker High Court Pet Jan 14 Ord Feb 14 | Same, Artruur Starkey, Liverpool, Decorator Liverpool | man Feb 26 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 
Broom, Cossy Ernest, Station bldgs, Earls Court rd, | Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 | on Tyne Ku 
Stationer High Court Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 Snuumay, Patcip, Cheetham, Manchester, Furniture Broker | | JACKson, “Wi.t14M, Stonefield, Rochda'e, Marble Merchant 
Burerzss, Eanest, Newark upon Trent, Ironmonger Manchester Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 | Mar 1 at 11.30 Townhall, Rochdale Luo 
Nottingham Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 18 Simpson, Gzorae, and Joun Sxernitt, Bermondsey wall, | Jonas, F, Fenchurch st, Cigar Importer Feb 28 at 12 
Bouroess, Grorce, and Sam Buacess, Caddington, Beds, Bermondsey, Lighterman High Court Pet Feb 16 | Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st Lio 
Butchers Luton Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 15 Ord Feb 16 Lioyp, Tuomas Jouy, Gelli, Ton Pentre, Glam, Grocer 
Burton, Hveo, Lichfield, Staffs Walsall Pet Feb 10 | Sueptey, THomas, Stapleford, +" Lace Manufacturer | Mar 2 at 11.15 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Taff st, Mod 
Ord Feb 10 ! Derb y Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 1 Pontypridd 
Ciutron, Jonny, Piccadilly, Insurance Agent High Coart , Sroxg, Ricnarp, Sheffield, Motor Batic Sheffield Pet | MArsu, Georae, Chiswick, Builder Feb 28at 3 14, Bed- Mat 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Feb 15 Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 ford row - 

Coares, Samvet, Idle, Bradford,Motor Engineer Bradford | Srravus, Joser, Upper Marylebone st, Wine Merchant High | Moopy, Witt1am, Kingston upon Hull, Painter Feb 26 Maz 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 Court. Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, : 
Cooker, Artuur, 8t Albans, Herts, Builder St Albans | Tuorwurir, Jonaraan ALLan, Newnham on Severn, Glos, Hull , Mo 

Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 Surgeon Gloucester Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 | Paut, Ernest Henry, Allen rd. Stoke Newington, Grocer 
Coprix, Farperick Hewson, Sayer st, New Kent rd, | Tratey, Josera, Cambridge, Corn Merchant Cambridge | Mar 3 at1l1 Bankruptcy bidge, Carey st No! 
Comedian High Court Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 Roserts, AnTHur Tuomas, Tower Bridge rd Mar 2 at 11 
Crosstey, Jonx, Askam in Furnes, Lancs, Labourer | Watters, Danie. Joun, Hendy, Pontardulais, Carmarthen, | Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st Ou 
Barrow in Furness Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 Tailor Carmarthen Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 | SHAtuis, Georce, and Tom Perry, Harlesden, House 
Dion, Farperick, Skirbeck, Boston, Lincs, Potato Sales- Werarmontu, Ronert, Backstone Bank, Wolsingham, Dur- | Furnishers Mar2at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st Ort 
man Boston Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 ham, Farmer Durham Pet feb15 Ord Feb 15 Sxuman, Paivir, Cheetham, Manchester, Furniture Broker 
Epwarps, Arruve, Kington, Hereford Leominster Pet Whiyter, Watrer, Treorky, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Feb 26 at 11. "30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manche ster Pas 
Feb 3 Ord Feb 16 Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 Stanver, Freperick, Chester, Plumber Feb 28 at 2.80 
Feankuiy, Josern, Copnor, Portamouth, Butcher’s Mana- | Woop, James Beer, Northfield, Worcester, Baker Birming- Srypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester Pav 
ger Portsmouth Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 ham PetJan3t Ord Feb 16 Taomason, T'somas, Heaton ye 7 age Ae cage 
"I ( | 4 | Off Rec stle c¢ ra, 6, 
ea og oe eg gD Hotel, Aldwich High Amended Notice substituted for that published in the |  cnscanel Stockport sue Arann - ies 
Guaysuer, CHartes Wittiam Freperick, Epwarp London Gazette of Feb 4: | Tuurtow, Henry James, Gt Yarmouth, Butcher Feb 26 Sua 
WiiuiaM James Guayener, and Bertie Henry Guay- | Suanwaw, Cuartes WittiAm. Wymering {mans, Elgin av at 12.30 Off Ree, 8, King sv, Nor wich ° 
auger, Peterborough, Coachbuilders Peterborough Pe | High Court Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 | Vincent, Apert, Maesteg, Glam. Collier Feb 26 at 12.15 Sue 
Feb15 Ord Feb 15 . , ; . Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Gairritn, Owen, Fourcrosses, Carnarvon, Grocer Port- , Amended Notices substituted for those published in the | Wacker, Joun ALLEN, Swansea, Grocer Feb 26 at 11 Off San 
madoc Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 London Gazette of Feb 11: Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary's st, Swansea 
Harpymay, Korn, Leicester,Grocer Leicester Pet Feb 14 | Carwarran, Joux, Gateshead, Grocer Newcastle on Tyne WitiraMs, Josera Joan, Aberavon, Glam, Labourer Feb Suu 
Ord Feb 14 Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb7 ; 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary’s st, 
Hopper, F«aycrs Joan, Redland, Bristol Wolverhampton , Hatcuer, Catneaive Symons, Portscatho, Gerrans, Corn- Swansea 810 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 wall Truro Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 | Winter. Watters, Treorky, Glam, Collier Mar 2 at 12 
Hower, Fiimer Greorar. Luton, Chatham, Dairyman FIRST MEETINGS | Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Taff st, Pontypridd > 
Rochester Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 me 5 cheese \- 
Hupsox, Joun, Stanningley, Newsagent Leeds Pet Feb | Barnam, Atrrep, Barnsley, Tailor Mari at 10.30 Off ADJUDICATIONS. 
14 Ord Feb 14 tec,7, Reagent st, Barnsley 
Hupsoy, Joan Wit.iaM, Pelaw, Durham, Ship Draughts- | Baryert, "Morais, Bell In, Spitalfields, Salmon Merchant | Bartow, Rosert, West Bromwich, Stafford West 
man Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 Mar i at 11 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st Bromwich Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Husmayn, Horace, Bridgwater, Auctioneer Bridgwater | Bortawick, Reainaup, De Vere gdns, Liouteneut Feb 28 | Borvorp, Davip Josern. Cardiff, Buildiog Material Mer- 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 14 atll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st chant Cardiff Pet Jan 7 Ord Feb 12 
Hurst, Isaac, Bridge Farm, Lillingstone Lovell, Bucks, | Brake, Wittiam, Tufnell Park, Holloway, Cabinet Maker | Bo Rron, Huco, Lichfield, Staffs Walsall Pet Feb 10 
Farmer Banbury Pet Fen12 Ord Feb 12 Mari at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st Ord’ Feb 10° 
Jonas. F, Fenchurch st, Cigar Importer High Court Pet | Broom, Cossy Ervyest, Station bldgs, Earl’s Court rd, | Carnarran, Jonn, Gateshead, Grocer Newcastle on Tyne 
Jan 14 Ord Feb 14 Stationer Feb 28at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 14 
Jonzs, Joun Owns, Port Talbot, Glam, Flannel Factory | Cartwraicar, Harry, Waterloo, Ashton under Lyne | Carrenter, Gerorae Crieveraty, Cardiff, Bootmaker 
Manager Neath Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 Licensed Victualler Feb 26 at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st | Cardiff Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 12 R 
Kinapox, Samuet Bovanron, Bleasby, Notts, Joiner Not- | Manchester Coates, Samuet, Idle, Bradford, Motor Engineer Brad- 
tingham Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 14 Ciurron, Jon, Piccadilly, Insurance Agent Mar 1 at 2.30 ford Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
K.omaies, Geriap Raxvar, Penarth,Glam Cardiff Pet Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st ‘ | Copp, Joun WitiiaM, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Jan 
Jan 20 Ord Feb 15 Cooxe, Aatuur, St Albans, Builder Feb 28 at 12 14, | 17 Ord Feb 15 
Luoyp, Owen Wiiiam, Rhoagoch, Llaniestyn, Carnarvon, Bedford row | Cooxe, Aartuur, St Albans, Herts, Builder St Albans 
Farmer Portmadoc Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 Coppin, Freperick Hewson, Sayer st, New Kent rd, | Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 ; 
Lioyp, Tuomas Joun, Gelli, Ton Pentre, Glam, Grocer Comedian Marlati1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st | Coppin, Freperick Hewson. Sayer st, New Kent rd, So 
Pontypridd Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 Extwick, Tuomas Henry, Nottingham, Drug Store Keeper | Comedian High Court Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
McNa tty, Cuarstoranrr, Barking rd, Plaistow, Commission Mariatil Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, er Crosstey, Joun, Askam in Furness, Lancs, Labourer co} 
Agent High Court Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 ham Barrow in Furness Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
Mappey, Micnar., Aberavon, Glam, Labourer Neath Gannon, Peter, 8t Helens, Lancs, Egg Merchant Mar 1 | meen, Freperickx, Skirbeck, Boston, Potato Salesman 
Pet Feb 16 Pet Feb 16 atll Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool | Boston Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 Fe 
Moopy, WittaM, Stepney In, Beverley rd, Painter Kings- Grzrray, Tuomas, Okehampton, Devon, Rabbit Trapper | Frankiin, Josgru, Copnor, Portsmouth, Butcher’s Man- : 
tonon Hull Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 Mar 4 at 11 4 Buckland ter, Plymouth ager Portsmouth Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 In\ 
CARPE FSCS NTT ES ea AS RE A ETE as err 2 —— wi 
m¢ 
be: 


FUND, LIMITED, : 


24, MOORGATE STHRAUST, LONDON, F.C. dis 
ESTABLISHED IN 18980. Fo 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LI@ENSED PROPERTY. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. is 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ano supervision of the Corporation. 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent ke 
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Giaysuer, Caartes Witiiam Freperick, Epwarp 
Wiuram James GuaysHer, and Berstig Henry 
GLAYSHER, o~¥"y Coachbuilders Peterborough 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 

Go.psTg1n, ANNIE, ey od, Bow, Draper High Court 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 15 

@airritH, Owe, Fourcrosses, Carnarvon, Grocer Portma- 
doc Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Hasaoop, Samuget Vernon, Wimbledoo, Photographer 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb1 

Hazpymay, Ruru, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet Feb 14 
Ord Feb 14 

Hopper, Francis Joun, Redland, Bristol Wolverhampton 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Hopasoy, Tom, Wyke, Bradford, Licensed Victualler Brad- 
ford Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 15 

Howe, Fitmer Georce, Luton, Chatham, Kent, Dairyman 
Rochester Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Hupson, Jonn, Stanningley, Leeds, Newsagent Leeds Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Hurst, Isaac, Lillingstone food, Bucks, Farmer Ban- 
bury Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 1 

Jones, Joun Owen, Port Talbot. Glam, Flannel Factory 
Manager Neath Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Krxapow, Samuet Bouearon, Bleasby, Notts, Joiner Not- 
tingham Pet Janz8 Ord Feb 14 

Luoyp, Owen Wi.iiam, Rhosgoch, wry rar 
Farmer Portmadoc Pet Febi5 Ord Feb 

Lioyp, THomas Jonny, Gelli, Ton Pentre, Glam, Grocer 
Pontypridd Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

McNatty, Cuaistoruer, Barking rd, Plaistow, Commission 
Agent, High Court Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Mappey, Micuart, Aberavon, Glam, Labourer Neath 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Mapaison, CHARLES Hernent, Tulse hill, Plumber High 
Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 16 

Moopy, W1t.14m, Kingston upon Hull, 
upon Hull Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Norsis, Henry, West Green rd, South Tottenham 
Edmonton Pet June 30 Ord Feb7 

OuprigLp, Tom, Wincobank, Sheffield, Hairdresser 
Sheffield Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

Orreweitt, Wit.iam, Derby, Painter Derby Pet Feb 15 
Ord Feb 15 

Partincton, Tuomas Bower, Moss vat Manchester, 
Tailor Salford Pet Janii1 Ord Feb1 

Pavut, Erxest Hewry, Allen rd, Stoke Soutagiun, Grocer 
High Court Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Roserts, ARTHUR bp ys ae Bridge rd High Court 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 

Suatiis, Groree, and Tom Perry, Harlesder, House 
Furnishers High Court Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Saepranp, Freperick Artruur, Swansea, Saddler Swansea 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Sains, ARTHUR STARK “es ca ees Decorator Liverpool 
Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 

Suumay, Paruir, at Manchester, acces Broker 
Manchester Pet Feb14 Ord Febi 

Siupson, Grorcr, and Joun Aanbadl Bermondsey, 
Lightermen High Court PetFeb16 Ord Feb 16 


Painter Kingston 





Suzpiry, THomas, Stapleford, a Lace Manufacturer 
Derby Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 1 

Smirn, Cuartes, Argyll pl, Regent st Bootmaker High 
Court Pet Dec 28 Ord Feb 1 

Store, Ricaarp, Sheffield, Motor Engineer Sheffield 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Srowgrs, Arriur Rosert, Angel rd, Brixton, Builder 
High Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 16 

Srravs, Joser, Upper Marylebone st, Wine Merchant 

Court Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 

Tavsot, Cuaries Epwarp WILLIAM, | ene Engineer 
Greenwich Pet Jan13 Ord Feb 1 

TuornuHILy, JonaTHan ALLAN, - Sol on Severn, Glos, 
Surgeon Gloucester Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

TrayLen, Josrra, Cambridge, Corn Merchant Cambridge 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Trexp, Paiiv James, Newton Abbot, Seed Merchant 
Exeter Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 15 

Watters, Daniet Jouwx, Hendy, Pontardulais, Carmarthen, 
Tailor Carmarthen Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Watters, Maria, Axbridge, Somerset, Grocer Wells 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 15 

Wearmoutn, Rosert, Wolsingham, Durham, Farmer 
Durham Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

WuirsLaw, ARTauR, Upper Marylebone st High Court 
Pet Jan20 Ord Feb 12 

Winter, Watrer, Treorky, Glam, Collier 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 


Amended Notice substituted for that pub lished in the 
London Gazette of Feb 4: 
Suanvaw, Cuaries WiLi1aAmM, Wymering mans, Elgin av 
High Court Pet Jan 31 ‘Ord Jan 31 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 22, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


a Journ, —. Sute, Builder 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 

Biacesusn, Arruvur, old ‘Buckenham, Norfolk, Farmer 
Norwich Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 1 

Butvarp, Cuirrorp Freperick, Gre at Yarmouth, Baker 
Great Yarmouth Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Cot.arD, Tuomas, St Leonard’s on Sea, Plumber Hastings 
Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Corkianno, Iraac, Pontypridd, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Pontypridd Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb18 

Corves, THomas, Lancaster, Cabinet Maker Preston Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Crane, Fraxcis Witiiam, Lower Weston, nr Bath, 
Sculptor Bath Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Curry, Ricuarp, Pensford, Somerset, Boot Dealer Wells 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Dowpett, Pump Henry, Landport, Hants, Buider 
Portsmouth Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

aes Wi.iam, Bolton, Yarn Agent Bolton Pet 
Feb 1 ‘Ord Feb 16 

Hawyt, IW Mowxraaus, Fox ln, Palmers Green High 
Court Pet Jan5 Ord Feb 18 

Hioxmayn, GG, ar Ashtead, Surrey Croydon Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Feb 1 


Pontypridd 


Macclesfield 





Jewitt, Franx, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Common Carrier 
Dewsbury Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb18 

Joxzs, Ropert, Holway, Holy — Flint, Coal Miner 
Chester Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 

Knicut, Tuomas, Broadstone, * and Haulier Poole Pet 

eb 18 Ord Feb 17 

Leepuam, Tuomas, Sunderland. Fried Fish Dealer Sun- 
derland Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Luioyvp, Dantet, Liwynadafydd, Liandyssiliogogo, 
Cardigan, Draper Aberystwyth Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 
17 

Maxcuent, Geratp Husert, Durshem. Somerset, Baker 
Bridgwater Pet Feb19 Ord Feb1 

Mertcatre, Heyy, Sheffield, Slaughter Suter Sheffield 
Pet Feb 17 Ora Feb 17 

Peruam, Georce Evwarp, Northfield In, West Ealing, 
Builder's Merchant Brentford Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Prick, Liewettys, Gilfach, Bargoed, Glam, Haulier 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Prioceau, Louis St Jouxn, Wroxham, Norfolk Norwich 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Feb 15 

Rees, Wituram, Newcastle Emlyn, Carmarthen, Hotel 
Keeper Carmarthen Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Rotsros, THomas Restarick, Stoke, Devonport, Surgeon 
Plymouth Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Row ey, Astuur Georer, Cardiff, Commercial Traveller 
Cardiff Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 15 

Sewett, Jous, Gosforth, Cumberland, Grocer Whitehavea 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Suort Joun Georce, Morpeth, Northumberland, Fruiterer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Surroy, Samugt, Brighton, Baker Brighton Pet Feb 17 

rd Feb 17 

Taytor, Frawk, Ravenscourt Park mans, Hammersmith, 
Variety Artiste High Court Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb17 

Taomsex, T A, Waltham Crosse, Essex, Nurseryman 
Edmonton Pet Jani Ord Feb 18 

Tuomesox, Rosert Worrny, Wingate, Durham, Builder 
Sunderland Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 

Tomktyson, Hersert, Loughborough, Coventry, Motor Car 
Body Maker Leicester Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Wippicomas, Joun, Berners st, Oxford st, Manufacturer’s 
Agent High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 17 

Waianut, James Grorce, Sheringham, Norfolk, Builder 
Norwich Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


Batcey, Tuomas Arraor, Park, Sheffield, Draper Mar 2 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Batu, Mary Jaye, Wellington, Coachbuilder Mar 5 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Beck, Henry, Doncaster, Architect Mar3at12 Off Rec, 
Figtree in, Sheffield 

Baice, Joun, Alexandra Park rd, Warehouseman Mar 2 
ati2 14, Bedford row 

Buasrorp, Davip Josrra, Cardiff, 
Merchant Mar 2 at 3 Off Rec, 
Cardiff 

Burton, Hvuao, Lichfield, Staffs Mar 8 at 3 Off Kee, 
Wolverhampton 


Building Materia 
117, St Mary st 








How we catch Sore Throat. | 


Remarkable Experiments by a German Scientist. 


. Though everyone is familiar with the painful symptoms of 
Sore Throat, how many are aware of the real 


complaint ? 


Like other infectious diseases, such as Diphtheria, Scarlet 


Fever, Measles, etc., Sore Throat is 
which multiply rapidly in the 
mouth and throat, thus setting up 
diseases in the system. 

Lately, however, a means has 
been discovered of destroying these 
germ-growths and thereby both 
preventing and curing Sore Throat 
and other infectious diseases. This 
discovery is known as Wulfing’s 
Formamint — “the germ - killing 
throat tablet.” 

Formamint’s unique potency as 
a germ destroyer is _ vividly 
illustrated by the accompanying 


diagrams of experiments made by Dr. Piorkowski, the famous 


Berlin Scientist. 


Fig. A represents a plate coated with a substance on which | worthless substitutes. 
[t was exposed to air for a few minutes and | sample and an interesting booklet by Dr. Andrew Wilson, 
at the temperature of the human body. 
extraordinary. 


germs thrive. 
kept for two days 


The development of the germs is 


due to germs—those | use 
invisible forms of plant life which we inhale from the air and 


| White dot represents a “ colony’ 


germs. 


| o 
Fig. B shows a 


patches. 


cause of this | exactly reproduced 
magnified. 

“T have never 
Wulfing’s 
writes the 





before,” 





Fig. A. How Air Germs develop in two days. 
Fig. B. How Dust Germs develop in two days. 
Fig. Cc. How Formamint prevents any development 


of air and dust germs. 
but insist 


| bottle 


to A. Wulfing 


treated like the other. 
markings, and the germ “colonies” they carried are the white 


Formamint, 


Formamint is sold by 


& Co., 
Each | mentioning the Solicitors? Journal, 


containing thousands of 


similar plate exposed to fine dust and 
The dust particles are seen as blurred 


Fig. C represents a plate, similar to A and B, which was 
impregnated with human saliva containing W ulfing’s Formamint 
before being exposed to the air. 
the germs which settled on the plate; hence there are no 
growths at all there. 


Formamint comple tely killed 


These 
from a photograph of 


illustrations, by the way, are 
the plates highly 


had Sore Throat” myself since I began to 


periodically 
well-known 


although I suffered 
Medical Officer of a 
English Hospital. 

Dr. Conrad Kuhn, j 
to the Court of H.I.M. the 
Emperor of Austria, writes :— 
“T have prescribed your excel- 
lent Formamint tablets to many 
patients and always with 
the very best and  promptest 
results. They have proved them- 
selves surprisingly efficacious in 
cases of Tonsillitis and bad breath, 
as well as a reliable preventive, 
especially in connection with 
Tonsillitis.” 
all chemists, price 1s. 1ld. per 
on Wulfing’s Formamint and take no 

Send a postcard, to-day, for a free 


Chief 


Physician 


12, Chenies Street, London, W.C., 
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CHILVERS, THOMAS EDWARD, Harleston, Norfolk, Baker | 
Mar 2at 2 Off Rec, 34, Princes st, Ipswic h 

COATES, SAMUEL, Idle, Brac dtord, Motor En gineer 
atll Of Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

COLLARD, THOMAS, St Leonards on Sea, Plumber 
at 11 County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge 
Hastings 

CORKLAND, ISAAC, 
2 at 2.30 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, 
pridd 

DION, FREDERICK, Skirbeck, Boston, Lincs, Potato Sales- 
man MarSsat2 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

EARP, JAMES STALEY, Clowne, Derby, Builder Mar 3 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

ENTWISTLE, WILLIAM, Bolton, Yarn Agent 
Off Rec, Byrom st Manchester 

FRANKLIN, JOSEPH, Copnor, Portsmouth, 
Manager Mar2at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, 
st, Portsmouth 

GLAYSHER, CHARLES 


Mar 


Mar $ 
rd, 


Pontypridd, Fancy Goods Dealer Mar 
Taff st, Ponty 


Mar 4 at 3 


Butcher's 
High 


WILLIAM FREDERICK, EDWARD 
WILLIAM JAMES GLAYSHER, and BERTIE HENRY 
GLAYSHER, Peterborough, Coachbuilders Mar 4 at 
11.45 Law Courts, Peterborough 

GRIFFITH, OWEN, Fourcrosses, Carnarvon, Grocer 
at3 Tower Hotel, P wilheli 

HAWNT, W MONTAGUE, Fox In, Palmers Green 
1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

HICKMAN, G G, Claverley, Ashtead, Surrey Mar 2 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster 

HUGHES, JOHN EDWARD, Beaumaris, Anglesey, Gas Works 
Proprietor Mar 2 at 2.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate 
row, Chester j 

HUNT, CHARLES, Redditch, 
Mar 2 at 11.30 Kuskin chmbrs, 
Birminghan 

HURMAN, HoRACE, Bridgwater, Auctioneer 
County Court Uffices, Bridgwater 

JONES, JOHN OwkN, Port Talbot, Glam, Flannel Factory 
Manager Mar 2at 11 Off Rec, Government bldgs, 
St Mary's st, Swansea 

KNIGHT, THOMAS, Broadstone, Doraet, 
2 100, High st (first floor), Poole | 

LEEDH \M, THOMAS, Sunderland, Fried Fish Dealer Mar 
3at3 Off Kec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland | 

LLoyD, OWEN WILLIAM, Rhosgoch, Llaniestyn, Carnarvon’ 
Farmer Mar 4at 2.30 Tower Hotel, Pwllheli 

LUNN, JOHN, Coxbench, Derby, Fishmonger Mar 2 at 12 
Off Rec, 47, Fullst, Derby | 

LYON, CLAUDE STUART, Totley Rise, Derby, Motor Company | 
Manager Mar 2at12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

MONALLY, CHRISTOPHER, Barking rd, Plaistow, Commis 
sion Agent Mar2at12 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

OLDFIELD, ToM, Wincobank, Shettield, Hairdresser Mar | 
3 at 12.3) Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield | 

OTTEWELL, WILLIAM, Derby, Painter Mar 
Kec, 47, Full st, Derby 

PARTINGTON, WILLIAM, Bolton, Surgical Appliance Maker 
Mar3at3 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Quin, C C S, The Motor Club, Coventry st Mar 3 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

SHEPPARD, FREDERICK ARTHUR, Sw..nsea, Saddler 
3atll Off Kec, Government bidgs, St Mary st, 
sea 

SHORT, JOHN GEORGE, 
Fruiterer Mar 2 at 12 
castle on Tyne 

SIMPSON, GEORGE, and JOHN SKERRITT, Bermondsey wall, 
Bermon isey, Lightermen Mar 4 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

SMEDLEY, THOMAS, Stapleford, Notts, Lace 
Mar 2at3 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

SMITH, JOHN HERBERT, Northampton, Tanner 
11.30 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

STONE, RICHARD, Sheffield, Motor Engineer 
12.30 Off Rec, Figtree in, Sheftield 

STRAUS, JOSEF, Chester House, Upper Marylebone st, 
Wine Merchant Mar 3at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

SUrTON, SAMUEL, Brighton, Baker Mar 2 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Carey st 


Mar 4 


Mar 2 at 


Needle Scourer 
Corporation st 


Worcester, 
191, 


Mar 2 at 3 | 


Haulier Mar 2 at 


2atl1l Off 


! 
Mar 
Swan- 


Northumberland, 
Mosley st, New- | 


Morpeth, 
Off Rec, 30, 


Manufacturer 
Mar 2 at 


Mar 2 at 


| WEARMOUTH, 


' 
| BATH, 


| BEECH, 








Lire 


INTERESTS 





REVERSIONS 





(Absclute or Contingent) 
PURCHASED. 


Good prices given for approved Securities. 


LOANS GRANTED 





Upon Security ot Life Interests, Reversions, &c. 


MORTGAGES 





Proposal Forms 
on 
application. 





Upon first-class business or residential property considered. 


BUSINESS CARRIED THROUGH WITHOUT DELAY. 


STAR LIFE ASSURANCE 


SOCIETY, 
832, Moorgate Street, E.C. 


J. DOUGLAS WATSON, F.1LA., Manager and Actuary. 


Assets : 
£6,500,000 











, 
Ravenscourt Park mans, Hammersmith, 


FRANK, 
Mar 4 at 12 Bankraptey bldge, 


Artiste 


TAYLOR 
Variety 
Carey st 

THORNHILL, 
Glos, Surgeon 
Gloucester 


JONATHAN ALLAN, Newnham on Severn, 
Mar 5 at 12 Off Rec, Station rd, 


| TOMKINSON, HERBERT, Coventry, Motor Car Body Maker 


Mar2atlz Uff Kec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
WALTERS, DANIEL JOHN, Hendy, Pontardulais, C armar- 
then, Tailor Mar 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
Carmarthen 
ROBERT, Wolsingham, Durham, Farmer 
Talbot Hotel, Bishop Auckland 
Wess, THOMAS, Barnacle, Warwick Mar 2at 11 
8, High st, Coventry 
WIDDICOMBE, JOHN, Bernard st, Oxford st, Manufacturers’ 
Agent Mar 4at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Mar 2at3 
Off Rec, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bell In, Spitalfields, Salmon Mer- 
Pet Jan20 Ord Feb 17 


Coachbuilder 


BARNETT, MORRIS, 

chant High Court 
MARY JANE, Wellington, 
bury Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 18 
JoHN, Biddulph, Staffs, 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 


Shrews- 


Builder Macclesfield 


| BENNION, HakRY RICHARD, Wolverhampton, Gentlemen's 


Outtitter Wolverhampton Pet Jan 12 Ord Feb 18 
BLACKBURN, ARTHUkK, Old Buckenham, Norfolk, Farmer 
Norwich Pet Febi? Ord Feb 17 
Brows, ANDREW, Lowestoft, Cooper 

Pet Janl2 Ord Feb 18 
BULLARD, CLIFFORD FREDERICK, Great Yarmouth, Baker 
Great Yarmouth Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 


Gt Yarmouth 





Bstablished is2l. 





THE GUARDIAN ASSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 


HAS ACQUIRED THE 


LAW GUARANTEE TRUST AND 


in the following 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE, PERSONAL 
DIRECT FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL a 
Paip-uP CAPITAL 


£2,000,000 
= 1,000,000 


BUSINESS OF THE 


ACCIDENT SOCIETY, LIMITED, 


Departments :— 

ACCIDENT, BURGLARY, 
AND GLASS. 
£6,400,000 
£1,100,000 


FUNDS EXCEED .. 
INCOME 


TOTAL 
TOTAL 


The acquisition of the important Fidelity Guarantee Department of the Law Guarantee Trust and 


Accident Society, Limited, 


Insurance, 


places the ‘‘ Guardian 


” in the front rank of Companies transacting Fidelity 
and as its Bonds are accepted by the High Court and all Departments of the Government, 


it is in a position to deal promptly with all business offered to it. 


Head Office—rtr, LOMBARD 


STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


Law Courts Branch—21, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


Telephones—Ce ntral 8218; 


Holborn 446. 


| COLLARD, 





THomMAS, St Leonard’s on Sea, Plumber 


Hastings Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

CORKLAND, Isaac, Pontypridd, Glam, Fancy Goods 
Dealer Pontypridd Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

CRANG, FRANCIS WILLIAM, Lower Weston, ur Bath, 
Sculptor Bath Pet Feb19 Ord Feb19 

CURRY, RICHARD, Pensford, Somerset, Boot Dealer Wells 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

DOWDELL, PHILIP HENRY, Landport, 
Portsmouth Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

JEWITT, FRANK, Heckmondwike, Common Carrier Dews- 
bury Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

JonES, ROBERT, Holway, Holywell, 
Chester Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

KNIGHT, THOMAS, Broadstone, Dorset, 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

LEEDHAM, THOMAS, Sunderland, Fried Fish Dealer Sun- 
derland Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

LLOYD, DANIEL, Llwyndafydd, Liandyssiliogogo, Cardigan 
Draper Aberysuwyth Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

MaRCHENT, GERALD HUBERT, Buroham, Somerset, Baker 
Bridgwater Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

METCALFE, HENRY, Sheffield, Slaughter Butcher 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

MorRGAN, CECIL ETIENNE, and FFRENCH, EVELYN, Shepper 
ton Kingston Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 18 

PERHAM, GEORGE EDWARD, Northfield lu, West Ealing, 
Builders’ Merchant Brentford Pet Feb 18 Ord 
Feb 18 

PoPHAM, ALEXANDER, Malden Kings‘on,Surrey Pet Nov 
19 Ord Feb 17 

PRICE, LLEWELLYN, Gilfach, 7 Haulier Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 1 

RAE, WILSON, New Bond st Righ Court Pet Jan 4 
Feb 19 

ROLSTON, THOMAS RESTARICK, Stoke, Devonport, Devon 
Surgeon Flymouth Pet Feb19 Ord Fep19 

SCHAVERIEN, LEWIS, Eastcheap, Jeweller High Court 
Pet Jan17 Ord Feb 19 

SEWELL, JOHN, Gosforth, Cumberland, Grocer 
haven Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb17 

SHoRT, JOHN GEORGE, Morpeth, 
Fruiterer Newcastle on Tyne 
Feb 17 

SMITH, JOHN HERBERT, pestpenaton, 
ampton Pet Janll Ord Febl 

SPARROW, JESSE, Love walk, Cmicendi. Theatrical 
Manager WighCeurt Pet July 21 Ord Feb 19 

TAYLOR, FRANK, Ravenscourt Park mans, Hammersmith, 
Variety Artiste High Court Pet Jan25 Ord Feb 19 

THOMPSON, ROBERT WORTHY, Wingate, Durham, Builder 
Sunderland Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 

TOMKINSON, HERBERT, Coventry, Motor Car Bedy Maker 
Leicester Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Woop, JAMES BERT, Northfield, Worcester, Baker 
mingham Pet Jan31 Ord Feb 17 

WRIGHT, JAMES GEORGE, Sheringham, Norfolk, Builder 
Norwich Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

CoRLEss, THOMAS, Lancaster, Cabinet Maker Preston 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


TRUSCOTT, SIMON, St Austell, Cornwall, Merchant Truro 
Adjud Nov 12,1909 Annul Feb 12, 1910 


Hants, Builder 


Flint, Coal Miner 


Haulier Poole 


Sheffield 


Ord 


White- 


Northumberland, 
Pet Feb 17 Ord 


Tanner North- 


Bir- 











ullder 


Maker 


Bir 


uilder 


reston 








